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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 


BRITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lp. 


CAPITAL, £1,500,000. Subscribed, £700,000 ; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £480,000. 


The Right Hon. HuGnH Cutiinc EARDLEY CHILDERS, M.P., F.R.8. 
TRUSTEES {The Right Hon. GzorGE JoHN SHAW-LEFEVRE, M.P. 
Homk DrIREcrors. 

Joun CrorT DEVERELL, Esq., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
WALTER RANDOLPH FARQUHAR, Esq., Banker, 16, St. James’-street. 
BEAUMONT WILLIAM LUBBOCK, Fsq.. Banker, 15. -street. 
Sir CHARLES NICHOLSON, Bart.. D.C.L.. LL.D., The Grange, Totteridge. 
GEORGE BABINGTON PARKER, Erq., 13, Victoria-steceet, Westminster. 
WILLIAM HENRY STONE, Esq., Lea-park, Godalming. 

{ Mesars, RopaRTS, LUBBOCK, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, E.C. 

BANKEES | Meesrs. HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St, James’-street, 8.W. 

The Directors issue Debentures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years, bearing 4 ad cent. in- 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mortgages, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, ther with the uncalled Capital (£480,000), 

By its cles of Association the Company’s Business is restricted to First 
Mortgages on Freehold Property, and its Debenture Issue is limited to the 
amount of the Subscribed —— . 

The precautions taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures 
especially suitable for the investment of Trust or.other Funds, they being exempt 
from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares. 

For prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 

Offices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES Secretary. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDS, Lonpon, W.C, 


Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 


NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 


Ten. Twenty. Thirty. 
£ b £ 8. 
103 191 10 
112 

124 

147 0 
197 10 


211 0 
232 0 
276 10 


3i2 0 *836 10 








EXxAMPLeE.— A Policy for £1,(00, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 
the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 


Cases Reported this Week. 
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nd v. Bingham ......seee«-+++ 300 borough, &c., Tradesmen’s Pro- 
Weed Vv. Ward 2... cccccccccccccces tion on 
Tyars v. Alsop «-ss.e..--- 


VOL. XXXIIL., No. 19. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, MARCH 4g, 1889. 
CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Kay was again absent from business on Thursday 
last on account of illness. It is understood that his lordship will, 
after Friday, take a few daye’ rest, and will not sit again in 
court until the 13th instant. 


e 
King v. Dickeson 


299 | 








Tue important case of Vagliano v. Bank of England is fixed 
to be heard before the six judges of the Court of Appeal on 
Saturday, the 9th instant. On that day, therefore, the Court of 
Appeal No. 2 will not sit as a separate court. 





Tue orper of transfer of one hundred actions from Mr. Justice 
Norte and Mr. Justice Srimtinc to Mr. Justice Kexewicn, to 
which we alluded last week as impending, was made on the 4th 
inst , and will be found in another column, but with a variation, 
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for the convenience of our readers, shewing the order in which 
they ere placed in Mr. Justice Kexrwicn’s cause book. It will be 
observed that the earliest action on the list was set down so long 
ago as the 19th of April last year, and that parties must be ready 
for trial on the 19th inst. 


A crrcuLaR Letter from the Treasury to the registrars of county 
courts, dated the 27th of February, 1889, contains about a dozen 
‘« errata,’ more or less important, in the unfortunate County Court 
Rules, amongst which is the substitution of ‘‘2” for‘ 12” in 
ord. 7, r. 33, as to the entry of judgments on default summonses, 
thus bringing the rule into harmony with the County Courts Act, 
1888, s. 86. The rule, as printed, was clearly ultra vires, being 
repugnant to the provisions of a statute (see per Hannen, J., in 
Irving v. Askew, L. R. 5 Q. B., at p. 211). 





Ir 1s THE practicE of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society to send copies of all new rules and orders to the members 
of the society free of charge; it appears, however, that this 
practice has not been followed in the case of the new County Court 
Rules. We believe that this departure from the ordinary course 
has arisen from the fact that the County Court Rules of 1889 are 
practically a re-issue of the Rules of 1886, with only such altera- 
tions as are rendered necessary by the amendments in county 
court law effected by the County Court Act, 1888. The council 
have issued a memorandum to their members shewing the altera- 
tions effected by the new rules, which will obviate the necessity 
for members purchasing the Rules of 1889. 


WE ARE rvrorMED that, in reply to a communication with refer- 
ence to the anti-solicitor notice issued by the Land Registry Office, 
addressed to a leading member of the Government by a firm of 
solicitors who are his constituents, a letter has been received 
which states that ‘‘the notice was not brought befoie the Lorp 
Cuancettor for his approval previous to its being posted up, but 
the Registrar is acting within the law in the matter.” As the 
letter states that the right honourable gentleman addressed has 
“communicated with the Lorp Cuancextor on the subject,’ this 
may be taken as the view of the author of the Land Transfer Bill. 
It follows, therefore, first, that our esteemed correspondent of last 
week was somewhat super-subtle in suspecting ‘‘a cleverly-laid 
trap” | query in any case as to the ‘‘ cleverness”’ of such a trap]; 
and next—and more important—that, according to the highest 
authority, the registrar is ‘‘ within the law ” in advertising that the 
work of solicitors will be done by Government officials, and inti- 
mating that ‘the vendor will hardly ever require a solicitor, and 
most purchasers of average business capacity will be able to do 
their own work also,” 


Unpver sgcrion 40, sub-sections (1) and (2), of the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1888, “the metropolis ’—that is (section 100) the City 
of London and the parishes and places mentioned in schedules A., 
B., and C., to the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, as amended 
by subsequent Acts—will, after ‘‘the appointed day” (April 1, 
section 109) not only be an administrative county for the purposes 
of the Act by the name of ‘‘The Administrative County of 
London,” but ‘such portion of the Administrative County of 
London as forms part of the counties of Middlesex, Surrey, and 
Kent shall, on and after the appointed day, be severed from those 
counties, and form a separate county for all non-administrative pur- 
poses by the name of the County of London.” It would appear, 
therefore, that in documents dated subsequently to the lst of April 
next, the descriptions of persons resident, and of property situate, 
within such portions of the new county as are not included within 
the cities of London and Westminster will have to be altered; 
and that “County of London” will be the proper designation 
in such cases. It should be borne in mind that the new county 
includes, besides a eonsiderable portion of the county of Middlerex, 
the Wandsworth district in Surrey, and the Greenwich, Plum- 
stead, and Lewisham districts in Kent. 





Ovr atrention has been drawn to the practice, which is daily 
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gaining ground in the Queen’s Bench chambers, of obtaining leave 
to issue summonses returnable at an earlier date than that required 
by the Rules of Court, mainly so in the case of summonses for 
time, as to which it is becoming quite a matter of course to obtain 
leave for their return on the day following the date of issue. In 
particular instances, where the trial is imminent, it may be both just 
and convenient for the usual return to be shortened by special 
leave, and it is evident that R. S. C., ord. 64, r. 7, was framed in 
contemplation of such instances. But this is a very different matter 
from tacitly encouraging habitual irregularity and affording an 
advantage to the unscrupulous over those who endeavour to observe 
the existing rules, It is becoming so common and easy to obtain 
such shortened return that the necessity of marking the copy 
summons served as having been issued pursuant to “ special leave” 
is often ignored, although it is by no means evident that there is 
any obligation to attend a summons the return of which is, upon 
the face of it, and without explanation, entirely irregular; on the 
same principle that where a notice of motion is bad or irregular it 
has been held that the respondent ought not to appear. If the 
present system of granting ‘‘ special leave”? continues, it will be 
necessary, in case of non-attendance by the respondent, to require, 
for the purposes of the order, an additional psragraph to the affi- 
davit of service to the effect that the copy summons served was 
duly marked as being issued ‘‘ pursuant to special leave as regards 
the return.” It is beyond all doubt, and the malpractice in ques- 
tion is undeniable evidence in itself, that the former rule which 
made time summonses returnable on the day following their issue 
was both practical and convenient; and in the interest of the pro- 
fessiop, as well as of the officials, we strongly advocate that ord. 
54, r. 4, should be altered at the earliest opportunity to the 
former provision as regards summonses for time in the Queen’s 
Bench chambers, 





WE noticep last week the change in the compulsory clauses 
of the present Land Tranefer Bill as compared with their form in 
the Bill of last year. They reem to have got back to something 
similar to the proposal of Lord Srrnorne’s Bill of 1874, which 
proposed to enact as follows:—‘‘ When there is a sale of land in 
fee simple, there not being already a registered proprietor, some 
person shall be registered as proprietor, and any conveyance shall, 
until registration, operate in equity only, and not be effectual at 
law to pass the legal estate.” Apparently in 1879 Lord Carrns 
thought that the Judicature Act had taken the virtue out of this 
by abolishing the distinction between legal and equitable estates, 
and he is reported to have said, in giving evidence before Mr. 
Osnorne Morcan’s Committee, that ‘‘a man with an equitable 


estate was practically as well off asa man with a legal estate” | 


(Evidence, 1579, No. 2,872). However that may have been, 
the Land Transfer Bill of 1887 was much more drastic, and had the 
following clause :—‘‘ Until a proprictor . . . has been registered, 
a conveyance shall operate only as a contract, and 
not convey to any person any legal estate in the land, nor render 
him capable of taking any benefit from, or exercising or creating 
any legal right in, or over the land, nor confer upon him any 
equitable right in respect of the land except the right of enforcing 
the contract.” Last year the reference to the contract was 
dropped, and it was provided that a person capable of being regis- 
tered as owner should not, until registration, be capable, by any 
conveyance on cale, mortgage, or settlement, of conveying or creating 
any freehold estate in possession in the land, or of conferring any 
equitable right in respect thereof.” This yearthe clause has once more 
been quite remodelled, and now runs thus :—‘‘ A person shall not, 
under any conveyance executed on or after” tie appointed date, 
“acquire the legal estate in any freehold land in the district until 
he is registered as owner of the land, but on being so registered his 
title shall relate back to the date of the execution of the convey- 
ance, and any dealings with the land before the registration shall 
have effect accordingly: Provided that the foregoing provisions 
shall not apply to the conveyance of any estate in reversion or 
remainder, or to any conveyance by way of mortgage or of transfer 
of mortgage.” 


OF ccv.sk the principal change is the transfer of the necessity of 
fret registration from the vendor to the purchaser, but, in addi- 
tion to this, the omission of registration is only to check the 








passing of the legal estate; and even as to that, future estates and 
mortgage transactions are excepted. At first sight this might 
seem to rob compulsion of a good deal of its terror. Of course no 
one says now that the Judicature Acts have made the legal estate 
valueless, but it might be suggested that under this arrange. 
ment it would be effectually shelved. Supposing it to be in the 
vendor at the time of sale, there it must remain until some 
purchaser is registered. But if the first purchaser, who by an 
ordinary conveyance to himself takes the equitable estate, and 
at the same time has the title deeds handed over, omits to be 
registered, who is to get on the register before him? If the 
title of the purchaser is good, no one can make out an absolute or 
even a qualified title, and if anyone tries a possessory title, then, 
as long as the supposed purchaser remains in possession, this could 
only be done by false statutory declaration, and the registration 
would be void for fraud. So far it looks as though a purchaser 
who omits to register will run no great risk. But it would be 
a delusion to suppose that this kind of compulsion will not be 
effectual. In the first place, if a purchaser wants to mortgage he 
will have to register, for a mortgagee will not be content to leave 
an outstanding legal estate, however slight be the risk; a mort- 
gage by a purchaser not being covered by the exception in the 
clause; and even if the considerations above mentioned might be 
sufficient to excuse some purchasers in postponing registration, 
they would hardly have any such general effect in practice, and 
few solicitors would advise such a course. There will be, of 
course, always the possibility of someone getting on to the register 
and so getting a legal estate, and in all probability this form of 
compulsion will be found as efficacious as that originally intro- 
duced by the framer of the Bill. We must leave the ludicrous 
proposal that registration fees shall be added to and paid with 
succession duty, for future consideration. 


Some stx Monrus ago the now extinct Railway Commiesioners had, 
in the case of Distington Iron Co. v. London and North-Western 
Railway Co., seen their way to holding that the 2nd section of 
the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1854, as amended by the 
Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, gave them power to restrain 
charges made in excess of the statutory maximum, but a divisional 


| court (Huppreston, B., and Manisry, J.) has without hesitation 








prohibited them from the exercise of any such jurisdiction. The 
commissioners claimed the jurisdiction under the enactmeuts 
empowering them to restrain any contravention of the 2nd section 
of the Act of 1854, by which the railway companies are bound to 
afford all reasonable facilities for receiving, forwarding, and 
delivering of traffic, and not to give any unreasonable preference 
to any particular person, “‘or subject any particular person to any 
undue or uvreasonable prejudice or disadvantage in any respect 
whatsoever.” It had been held expressly by the Court of Appeal, 
in Brown’s case (29 W. R. 901), that merely to exceed maximum 
fares is not to withhold reasonable facilities, but there are also 
dicta in that case to the effect that if the excess be such as to 
prevent traffic this would amount to a denial of reasonable 
facilities. Proceeding on these dicta, and also on the words of the 
statute prohibiting unreasonable prejudice or disadvantage, the 
commissioners had, irrespective of any special preference, issued 
an injunction restraining the defendant company from charging 
beyond the maximum. We think that the prohibition of the High 
Court is founded on a more correct reading of the 2nd section of 
the Act of 1854. So important and comprehensive a jurisdiction as 
that to restrain excessive charges, irrespective of preference, would 
surely have been conferred in express terms, and when the colloca- 
tion of the words “undue prejudice or disadvantage” is con- 


sidered it will be found that they follow the words “‘ undue pre- | 


ference,’ and therefore seem to have reference only to the case 
where one customer of a company is prejudiced as compared with 
another. The jurisdiction, then, to restrain excessive charges 
simpliciter not being given under the Acts of 1854 or 1873, is it 
given under the Act of 1888? Three sections of that Act, the 
9th, 10th, and 31st, bear upon this question. By the 9th, where 
any special Act imposes on a company any obligation in favour of 
the public, the new commission is empowered to enforce that 
obligation; by the 10th, when any question arises as to the 
legality of a rate for merchandise traffir, the commission has juris- 
diction to hear and determine it, and by section 31 any person may 
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complain of an unfair or unreasonable charge to the Board of 
Trade, which may report to Parliament upon it. We incline to 
think that the 9th section gives the jurisdiction, though the 
words used seem, at first sight, to point rather to a positive 
obligation, such as to run a train, than to the negative prohibition 
from charging any rates in excess of particular rates, and the 
point is doubtful. The 10th section appears to apply, but it is 
confined to merchandise traffic. The 31st section, commonly 
called the ‘* conciliation clause,” applies beyond all doubt, but the 
utility to the party aggrieved of a report of the Board of Trade to 
Parliament may perhaps be questioned. 





A corrEsronpEn?, referring to a note in a recent work on the 
Land Charges Registration Act, 1888, asks whether it is the duty 
of the solicitor of an intending lessee or purchaser of leaseholds 
to search under the Act against the lessor—a question which, 
he thinks, is not clearly answered in the note cited by him. 
We think that the note was intended to express the opinion 
that, in the case of an intended lessee, a search ought to 
be meade against the immediate lessor, whether he be the 
freeholder or be himself a lessee. With respect to the latter 
case, however, it should have been pointed out that the search 
can be required only in cases in which the lessor’s term is 
of such a nature that a ‘“‘land charge” could be created on his 
application, under any of the Acts referred to in Elphinstone and 
Clark on Searches, c. 9, and possibly some other Acts. What 
these particular cases are caunot be precisely stated, except in the 
words of the Acts themselves; but generally it may be said that 
they are only those in which the term is one of considerable 
length, probably in no case less than twenty-one years; and, 
therefore, where the lease, out of which the sub-lease is to be 
derived, is for a short term, no search would be required against 
the lessee in respect of land charges. With respect to a purchase 
of an existing lease, it should be noticed that where land charges 
may be created on the application of a termor, the applicant may 
be either the original lessee or any assignee of the term, and, 
consequently, in such a case search should be made against all 
the assignees as well as against the original lessee. 








THE LIABILITIES OF A DEFAULTING STOCK- 
BROKER’S CLIENTS. 

Tue recent case of JZartas v. Ribbons (22 Q. B. D. 254) is one 
of some importance with regard to the liabilities of the clients 
of a stockbroker who has become a defaulter on the Steck Ex- 
change. The facts were as follows:—The defendant had em- 
ployed the plaintiff, a broker on the Stock Exchange, to 
purchase shares, which he accordingly did. Before the settling 
day the plaintiff, being unable to meet his engagements, te- 
came a defaulter on the Stock Exchange, and was what, we 
believe, in the language of the ‘* House” is called ‘‘ hammered ”— 
that is to say, the accounts which he had open were forthwith closed 
as between himself and the jobbers at the then current prices as fixed 
by the official assignee of the Stock Exchange. The account in 
respect of the shares bought for the defendant when so closed shewed 
a balance of £110 against the plaintiff in favour of the jobber. It 
appeared, however, that, according to the practice of the Stock 
Exchange, such closing of the account of the defaulting broker 
does not affect the client, if he nevertheless desires to have the con- 
tract completed, and is not in default to the defaulting broker; but 
he can either pay for the shares himself on the settling day or have 
the account transferred to another broker; and the jobber in that 
case is bound to complete on the settling day. The plaintiff, on 
the same day when he was declared a defaulter and his accouuts 
were closed, subsequently told the defendant that he could either 
have the contract completed as above mentioned or accept the 
official prices. The defendant said he would accept the official 
prices. It was held that under the above-mentioned circumstances 
the defendant must be taken to have ratified the closing of the 
account before the settling day, and was liable to indemnify the 
plaintiff against the amount for which the plaintiff was liable to 
the jobber upon such closing. 

This decision is one of considerable importance, having regard to 
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decision in Duncan v. Hill (L. R. 8 Ex. 242). These cases with 
regard to the Stock Exchange come, in our judgment, when 
thoroughly threshed out, to be much more questions of fact than of 
Jaw. The judgment in Duncan y. Hill was very likely right 
on the facts there dealt with, but it seems to have been decided 
on an imperfect, and therefore incorrect, view of the real facts 
with regard to the practice of the Stock Exchange in the 
case of defaulting brokers. It appears from a note to the 
report in the Law Reports that in the case stated on. appeal 
to the Exchequer Chamber in Duncan vy.‘ Beeson, a case argued 
at the same time as Duncan v. Hill, there was a statement 
to the effect that the practice of the Stock Exchange was that 
the client could, notwithstanding the hammering of the broker, 
have the contract carried out, if he wished it, through the medium 
of another broker ; but that the client in the particular case did not 
know of this practice. We believe that, though this statement was 
inserted in the case on appeal, in fact no evidence was given of any 
such practice at the trial either in Duncan vy. Hill or Duncan v. 
Beeson, and the judgment and argument certainly seem entirely 
to ignore its existence. Therefore, in Duncan vy. Hill and Duncan 
v. Beeson, the question really seems to have been the bald question 
whether, where through the broker’s default the transaction has 
been prematurely closed, the client is liable to indemnify the 
broker against the loss incurred on such closing. The question so 
asked, without reference to any further facts, is one the answer to 
which naturally seems to be in favour of the client; on the mere 
terms of this question it seems an obvious conclusion that the 
client, having a contract for the purchase or sale of the shares on 
a certain day, is not to be liable for the loss consequent on a 
premature settlement of the transaction on a previous day, brought 
about through the default of the broker without any fault of bis 
own. The fallacy arises from the fact that the question so put 
does not represent the whole of the facts, but, so to speak, cuts off 
the thread of the facts before its natural end. All sorts of prac- 
tical difficulties at once suggest themselves on consideration of the 
decision in Duncan v. hill. What becomes of the contract as 
between the client and the jobber? Suppose the shares go down 
or rise, as the case may be, still further between the day of 
hammering and the settling day, why should the client, as it were 
by a piece of luck in having had a defaulting broker, who was 
hammered previously to the settling day, get out of all loss on the 
contract whatever at the expense of the broker—or rather of the 
broker’s creditors—though not really damnified in the result by the 
premature closing of the contract, but the reverse ? The question, 
as raised in Duncan v. Hill, seems to assume what is not the case 
—viz., that on the hammering of the broker the contract is closed 
as between the broker’s principal and the jobber. 


It appears to us that, on the facts proved in Hartas v. Ribbons, 
the decision was clearly right, but we doubt whether the full facts 
with regard to the practice of the Stock Exchange were thoroughly 
ascertained even in that case, and we are disposed to think that, if 
the practice were more fully gone into, the matter would very likely 
be still clearer. In Hartas v. Ribbons there was evidence of an 
actual ratification of—that is to say, of an actual intention to 
ratify—the premature closing of the account at the official prices ; 
but our notion is that, apart from any actual intention so to ratify 
the closing at the hammer prices, the election by the client not to 
complete the contract on the settling day may necessarily involve 
the obligation to indemnify the broker against the loss on the 
hammering. Nothing was proved in the case as to the effect on 
the broker’s liability in cases where the client elects to go on with 
the contract. It would appear probable that in one sense the 
broker’s liability is definitively settled on the hammering, but the 
question remains whether the broker’s estate would not be bene- 
fited by the completion of the contract in some way. It scems 
difficult to suppose that, in the event of the client electing to 
carry out the contract by paying for the shares or delivering them, 
as the case may be, on the settling day, by the practice of the 
Stock Exchange the jobbercan, as against the broker’sother creditors, 
be entitled to have the same liabilities liquidated twice over—once 
by his right of proof against the assets of the defaulting broker 
for the balance against him, and again by performance of the 
original contract. It seems to us at least not improbable that the 
practice of the Stock Exchange in this respect may be such that 
the effect of the client’s electing not to complete the contract 1s 





the somewhat unsatisfactory state in which the law was left by the 


to damnify the broker’s estate and diminish the assets ayail- 
H 
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able for satisfaction of his liabilities, and the result would seem, in | 
that case, to be that he ought to indemnify the broker’s estate 
against the loss incurred on the hammering. 

But, whatever the full facts as to the practice of the Stock | 
Exchange may be, it seems to us that directly the fact becomes | 
apparent that, notwithstanding the hammering of the broker, the | 
client can nevertheless go on with the contract, the case falls | 
clearly enough within the scope of very well known general prin- 
ciples. It is a well-known doctrine that a man cannot approbate 
and reprobate in respect of the same transaction—that is to say, 
he cannot take a benefit on one view of a transaction and then 
repudiate that view of it for the purpose of escaping a liability. 
The client is party to a contract which he elects not to perform, 
and the non-performance of which must, therefore, be taken to be 
beneficial to him. His non-performance of the contract imports 
that he acquiesces in and agrees to the closing of the transaction 
on the hammering day. He cannot then, for the purpose of 
escaping the liability to indemnify the broker, assert that he did 
not agree to that closing. 
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THE INTERPRETATION OF THE MARRIED WOMEN’S 
PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
¥. 
LIABILITY OF MARRIED WOMEN IN CoNTRACT AND Tort (Continued). 

Tor's ; and contracts made by wife before marriage.—Before the Act 
of 1882 a married woman was not liable for her general torts. Her 
separate estate could only be made liable for a fraud relating to the 
separate estate: Wainford v. Hey! (23 W.R. 849, 20 Eq. 321), and 
not even then unless the married woman had been an actual actor 
in the fraud. The separate estate has never been charged on the mere 
ground that the married woman has acquiesced in or approved of a 
breach of trust: Sawyer v. Sawyer (33 W. R, 403, 28 Ch. D. 595), 
By the Trustee Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 59, s. 6), when a trustee 
has committed a breach of trust at the instigation or request or with 
the consent in writing of a beneficiary, although a married woman 
entitled for her separate use, with or without a restraint upon antici- 
pation, her interest in the trust estate may be impounded by way of 
indemnity for the breach. The court has, however, a discretion as to 
impounding her interest, so, until there has been some decision upon 
the section, it cannot be stated how far the law has been altered. 

The former position of married women with respect to contracts 
made before marriage, and to torts committed before or after marriage, 
is clearly stated by the Court of Appeal in Scott v. Morley (36 W. R. 
67, 20 Q, B. D. 120). 

Before the Act of 1882 the husband and wife had to be sued to- 
gether in respect of the wife’s contracts made before marriage, and 
judgment went against them both, and before the Debtors Act, 1869, 
the woman could have been imprisoned under a ca. sa, and after that 
Act she could still be imprisoned under its provisions in all cases in 
which she could previously have been taken under a c+. sa, 
Similarly, with regard to torts :—‘‘ At common law if a wife during 
marriage committed certain torts she could be sued in respect of 
them, jointly with her husband; she could be sued on the ground 
that she had committed the wrong, and he on the ground that he had 
permitted her todo so. Judgment went against both, and the wife 
could be taken under a capias, and in such cases she can now be sum- 
moned under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, and be dealt with 
accordingly ”—jer Lord Esher, M.R., in Scott v. Morley (ubi sup.). 
** It seems to me,” says Lord Esher, ‘‘that the Act of 1882 does not 
alter the legal liability of a married woman at all.” Of course he is 
not referring to the fact that a marrried woman can now be sued 
alone, and that, as between herself and her husband, her separate 
property is now primarily liable under section 13. The actual decision 
only applied to judgments recoverable against a married woman 
by virtue of the Act alone; upon such judgments she cannot be 
committed under the Debtors Act. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., expressed 
no opinion as to any other judgments, and, with great respect, we 
are inclined, notwithstanding what was said by Lord Esher, to think 
that if the point had been at issue the court would have held that in 
nO case Can & woman married since 1882 be committed, and that the 
Act has made an alteration in this respect. With regard to women 
married before 1882, it is provided (section 13) that their liability 
upon any debt or contract entered into or wrong committed before 
marriage shall not be altered except so far as their separate property 
is concerned. That provision does not extend to women married 
since the Act came into force, and if they are sued alone section 1 (2) 
enacts that damages or costs shall be payable out of the separate pro- 

perty and not otherwise ; section 13 enacts that they shall remain liable 
in respect and to the extent of the separate property for all debts con- 
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marriage ; ani section 15 enacts that when the husband and wife are 
sued jointly, the judgment ‘“‘shall be a joint judgment against the 
husband personally and against the wife as to her separate property” ; 


| and, to the extent to which the husband is not liable, ‘‘ the judgment 


shall be a separate judgment against the wife as to her separate 
property only.” Now section 5 of the Debtors Act deals with the 


| liberty of the subject, and must be construed strictly. It gives 


power to commit a person who makes default in paying a debt “ due 
from him.” A debt which is recoverable only out of the separate 
property of a married woman cannot be said to be a debt ‘ due from 
her,” and therefore there is no power to commit if default is made 
in paying it. This was the ground upon which the court decided 
that a married woman could not be committed for non-payment ofa 
debt contracted during coverture; and when sections 1 (2), 13, and 
15 are considered together, there seems no reason to restrict it to such 
debts if the woman has been married since 1882, for now the judg- 
ment is never to be a personal one, but must always be confined to the 
separate property. 

It has been held in an Irish case (Johnstone v. Browne, 20 L. R. Ir, 4 13), 
that a married woman may be committed to prison for disobedience 
to an order for payment of instalments, made under the Debtors Act, 
if she is not restrained from anticipation, or if the restraint is avoided 
by section 19; but that case cannot be reconciled with Scott y, 
Morley (ubi sup.). 

Liability of husband for wife's torts and ante-nuptial debts—An 
action may stiil be brought against both husband and wife in re- 
spect of the wife’s contracts made before marriage, and in respect of 
torts committed by her at any time (section 15). Her liability remains 
as it was before the Act, and her husband also remains fully liable 
for her torts committed after marriage just as he was before: 
Seroka v. Kattenburg (34 W. R. 542, 17 Q. B. D. 177). As to con- 
tracts entered into and torts committed before marriage the hus- 
band’s liability depends upon the date of the marriage. If it took 
place after 1882, he is liable only to the extent of the property he 
may have acquired or become entitled to from or through his wife 
(section 14), but probably property so acquired for which the hus- 
band has given to the wife valuable consideration is not included, 
If the marriage took place before 1885, the husband is liable to the 
extent specified in section 5 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 50) unless the date of the marriage was be- 
tween the 9th of August, 1870, and the 30th of July, 1874, in which 
case he escapes liability altogether for his wife's debts contracted 
before marriage (33 & 34 Vict. c. 93, s. 12). 

If the husband is sued along with the wife it is not necessary to 
allege that he has assets liable, it is for him to say that he has not, 
and if he does not claim the benefit of the statutes he remains liable 
to the full extent: Jatthews v. Whittle (28 W. R. 822, 13 Ch, 
D. S11). 

The husband’s liability ceases altogether after the wife’s death, if 
the marriage took place before the commencement of the Act, for 
in that case nothing in the Act is to increase the husband’s liability; 
and before it came in force he was not liable after his wife’s 
death, for it was essential to his liability that husband and wife 
should be sued jointly: Bell v. Stocker (31 W. R. 183, 10Q. B D. 129), 
Under the Act of 1882, however, the husband may be sued alone (see 
section 15), and it is therefore conceived that it is intended that 
his liability should now continue even after the wife’s death if the 
date of the marriage is after the commencement of the Act. 

Separate property at wife's death.—Although the wife’s separate 
estate may be insufficient to satisfy her creditors at her death, the 
husband is entitled to be paid in full the expenses of her funeral, 
although not charged on her separate estate by her will, and notwith- 
standing that he is bound by law to bury her: fe McMyn (35 W. 
R. 179, 33 Ch. D, 575). This is an exception to the general rule laid 
down in Jte Poole’s Estate (25 W. R, 862, 6 Ch. D. 739), that upon the 
death of a married woman her separate property is equitable assets 
distributed amongst her creditors puri passu, and that even her 
executor has no right of retainer for his own debts. 

lf the separate personal estate is undisposed of at the wife’s death 
her husband is still entitled to it: Re Lambert's Estute (39 Ch. D. 
626), and he will still be entitled to a life estate by courtesy in her 
real estate. 

*," Trust property.—Upon reference to our remarks, on p. 230, under 
this heading, it seems to us that our meaning may be misunder- 
stood. It is quite arguable that the Act does not refer at all to trust 
property other than that mentioned in section 18, and our statement 
to the contrary must not be taken to be more than an expression of 
our own opinion. There has been no reported decision upon the 
point so far as we can ascertain, but our view—that a married 
woman can now deal with trust property acquired since 1882—is 
supported by the opinions expressed in Lewin on Trusts th ed., 
p. 36n), Darts’s Vendor and Purchaser (6th ed., p. 588), Wolsten- 
holme and Turner’s Conveyancing Acts (4th ed., p. 14), and in other 
text-books., 
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REVIEWS. 
STONE’S TUSTICES’ MANUAL, 

Tue Justices’ MANUAL; on, GUIDE TO THE ORDINARY DUTIES OF 
A JUSTICE OF THE PEACE, Witn TABLE OF CASES, APPENDIX 
oF ForRMS, AND TABLE oF PUNISHMENTS. By the late SAMUEL 
Stone, Esq. TWeEntTy-Firra Epirion. Edited by GEorGE B. 
KENNETT, Esq,, solicitor, notary public, and clerk to the Justices 
of Norwich. Shaw & Sons. 


A legal treatise which has already reached the twenty-fifth edition 
—an event which may, without impropriety, be regarded as its silver 
jubilee—almost disarms criticism. Such is the fortunate position of 
Stone’s Justices’ Manual, which has now, for many years past, been 
recognize by the profession and the public as being a thoroughly 
reliable authority on the important subjects over which it ranges. 
Since the book was first issued the law relating to justices of the 

ace has necessarily, from time to time, undergone very con- 
siderable alterations, effected by statutory enactments and by legal 
decisions. To this circumstance must, in great measure, be 
attributed the appearance periodically of new editions of this manual, 
which would altogether lose its practical utility were it not carefully 
edited from time to time, so as to make it keep pace with legisla- 
tion and reported cases. It follows, from what has just been stated, that 
the fact of such a manual must largely depend upon the com- 
petence of the editor, whose labours will either sustain or mar its 
original reputation. That in Mr. Kvnnett’s hands Stone’s Manual 
has not merely retained, but has increased, its reputaticn, cannot, with 
justice, be denied. The present edition, like those which have pre- 
ceded it, has evidently been carefully revised by the editor, whose 
work has, we think, been very conscientiously performed. 

Since the publication of the last edition an important addition to 
the duties of justices has been made by the Merchandise Marks Act, 
1887. This statute is set out at length in the present edition, and 
appended to its various sections are to be found notes containing use- 
fal cross references, and also giving the decided cases, and referring 
to various enactments. The powers and duties of justices under the 
Allotments and Cottage Gardens Compensation for Crops Act, 1887, 
andthe Probation of First Offenders Act, 1887, are also duly noticed ; 
and there are likewise references to the Law of Libel Amendment 
Act, 1888, whereby newspaper reports of proceedings before justices 
are, under certain prescribed conditions, privileged, the Oaths Act, 
1888, which enables an affirmation to be used instead of an oath, and 
to the Sheriffs Act, 1887, which provides that a person shall not, 
while he is sheriff of a county, act as a justice of the peace for that 
county. We fail, however, to discover, either in the index or in the 
text, any mention of the Stannaries Act, 1887, which confers import- 
ant jurisdiction upon justices of the peace, nor is any notice taken of 
the North Sea Fisheries Act, 1888, though reference is made to the 
Sea Fisheries Act, 1883, at p. 837 of the book. With regard to the 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1888, which provides that if 
any person knowingly describes himself as a patent agent in contra- 
vention of section 1 of the Act, he shall be liable, on summary con- 
viction, to a fine not exceeding £20, its omission from the present 
edition must be attributed to the fact that the Act was not passed 
until the 24th of December last, by which time the present volume 
was,no doubt printed. 

The cases determined during the interval that has elapsed since the 
publication of the twenty-fourth edition are, with some few exceptions, 
cited in the present edition. The following cases, however, appear 
to have escaped the editor's notice—namely: Reg. v. Priest and Rose 
(W. N., 1887, p. 65), Croft v. Miles (36 W. R. 754), Overseers of Poor 
of Manchester v. Headlam (21 Q. B. D. 96), and also Reg. v. Beckley 
(36 W. R. 160, 20 Q. B. D. 187), which last-named case decides that 
magistrates sitting in one petty sessional division of a county bave 
jurisdiction to hear and commit for an offence committed in another. 
Moreover, no reference is made to Rey. v. Justices of Nirkdule (18 
Q. B.D. 248), which decides that the condition under the Licensing 
Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), s. 49, requiring the licensed 
premises therein mentioned to be closed during the whole of Sunday, 
can only be inserted in a new licence if the —— for it himself 
applies to the licensing justices to insert such condition. Another 
case, however, of the same name, reported in45 L. J. M. C. 36, is 
cited at p. 388, and is included in the table of cases. We also notice 
that the important case of Ex parte Lewis (21 Q. B. D. 191) is 
in the table of cases referred to as /?e /ewis, which is somewhat 
misleading, as there is another case of [te Lewis (24 W. R 1017) 
referred to at p. 842, Without being hypercritical, we may sug gest 
to Mr, Kennett that the manual wonld be rendered still more useful 
if the table of cases contained references to the various reports, more 
especially as, in many instances, cases deciding different points of 
law bear the same name, and are only to be distinguished the one from 
the other by the mention of the particular reports wkere the cases 
cited are to be found. Moreover, we think that the editor should, if 
possible, include in subsequent editions a table of statutes, as it is 





necessarily somewhat difficult to ascertain immediately from the 
index in what part of the text a particular enactment is set out and 
commented upon. 

It is not possible in a brief review to do full justice to a work so 
comprehensive in character as the one under consideration, but 
enough has, we hope, been stated to convince our readers that the 
present edition merits a wide circulation, and is entitled to rank 
amongst our most useful and reliable legal treatises. 


COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


SternEn’s County Court Acrs, OrvERS, AND Practice. By 
HENRY STEPHEN, Barrister-at-Law, and REGINALD ARTHUR 
STEPHEN, Registrar of the Lincoln County Coart. William Clowes 
& Sons (Limited). 


This is a work of considerable merit, upon the preparation of which 
it is evident that great pains have been bestowed. The plan of the 
work differs, in many respects, from that hitherto adopted by writers 
of treatises on county court practice, and undoubtedly has its advant- 
ages. Instead of dealing, step by step, with an action in the county 
court, the authors have contented themselves with setting out in full 
the County Courts Act, 1888, appending to each section 
references to the previous, but now repealed, Covnty Courts 
Acts, and to such of the decided cases as are still applic- 
able, while as many of the County Court Rules, 1889, as are 
directly referable to the sections of the new Act are set out verhatim 
immediately after the section to which they relate, the remainder of 
such rules being printed in full in an appendix. All new provisions 
contained in the County Court Rules, 1889, are indicated by the use 
of italics. The bankruptcy jurisdiction of the county courts is not 
included in the present work, though certain provisions of the 
Debtors and Bankruptcy Acts, which are common to all county 
courts, are duly noticed. With regard to the jurisdiction and 
practice of the county courts under special statutes, they do not 
really come within the scope of the volume before us, and might 
well have been left entirely out of consideration. Some notice is, 
however, taken of the Trustee Relief Acts, the Admiralty Jurisdiction 
Acts, the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1883, the Friendly Societies 
Acts, the Local Loans Act, 1875, the Employers’ Liability Act, and 
certain other Acts the procedure under all of which is prescribed by 
the County Court Rules, 1889. This portion of the work is, how- 
ever, less useful and satisfactory than any other part of it, and the 
suitor who wishes to have recourse to the special jurisdiction of the 
county courts under these statutes will naturally look for guidance to 
treatises which give him fuller and more precise information on the 
subject than is contained in the volume before us. 

We are glad to observe that the table of cases cited, for which Mr. 
Horace E. Miller is responsible, is particularly well done. Not only 
does it give references to all the reports, but, in addition, there is 
placed, after the name of each case, in brackets, the date when it was 
decided. The following recent cases are, however, omitted from the 
table of cases, and from the text—namely, /ngleton v. Maudsley (36 
W. R 477), which, though decided under section 9 of the County 
Courts Act, 1867, is equally an authority upon section 67, sub-section 
4, of the County Courts Act, 1888 ; Kenyon v. Eastwood (51 L. J. Q B. 
455), where the provision contained in section 5 of the Debtors Act, 
1869, requiring committal orders to be made ‘‘in open court” was 
considered ; Scovell v. Beavan (36 W. R. 301, 19 Q. B. D, 428), which 
decides that the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, 
does not deprive county courts, not having admiralty jurisdiction, of 
their original jurisdiction to try actions to recover damages for in- 
juries caused by collisions between vessels when the amount claimed 
does not exceed £50 ; and I’e Royal Liver lriend!ly Society (36 W. R. 8, 
35 Ch. D. 332), where it was held that section 22 (d) and section 30, 
sub-section 10, of the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, which provide for 
the reference of all disputes between a society and its members to the 
county court, are merely permissive and not peremptory, and that. 
proceedings under the Act can therefore, in a proper case, be removed 
to the High Court by certivrari. The case of 2. v. Jordan, referred 
to in the table of cases as being reported in W. N., 1855, p. 152, is, 
we may mention, also reported in 36 W. R. 797, and 57 L. J. Q. B. 
483, and 2. v. Lincolnshire Cuunty Court Judge, besides being 
reported in the Law Times and Law Journal, is also to be found in 
36 W. R 174, and 20 Q. B. D. 167. 

The index, which extends from r 529 to p. 657, has also been com- 
piled by Mr. Horace E. Miller, and strikes us as being both full and 
accurate. The references therein contained to the various sections of 
the new Act, and also to the rules, will be appreciated by the practi- 
tioner. Some of the titles in the index—e.g., ‘‘ Absence” and ‘‘ emoval 
to High Court” might, with advantage, be amplified, and we also 
miss certain titles which are useful in an index to a treatise on county 
court practice. 


CARRIERS. 
A DiGEsr oF THE LAW oF CARRIERS OF GooDS AND PASSENGERS 
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BY LAND AND INTERNAL NAVIGATION. By W. H. MacnaMaAra, 
Barrister-at-Law, Registrar to the Railway Commission. Stevens 
& Sons. 

We cordially approve of the general plan and execution of this 
work. The author has reduced the leading points of his subject to 
363 ‘‘articles,” which he has printed in large type, following each 
article by notes in smaller type, containing the effect of the decisions 
and less important statutes. The American law is very fully dealt 
with (see, e.g, at pp. 207 and 339), the important Inter-State Com- 
merce Act of 1887, as well as some of the decisions upon it, being 
presented in one of the notes. Where it is found advisable to give 
the actual words of any enactment, it has been very properly printed 
asa quotation. A fault of the book, however, is that the notes are 
in some cases not very well woven together, the extracts from judgments 
teing sometimes too long, and the independent comments being few 
and far between. On the practical effect of the important word 
‘reasonable ’’ in the 86th section of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, 
for instance, Mr. Macnamara says nothing, while he has purposely 
abstained from any discussion of Haili’s case (15 Q. B. D. 505) as im- 
proper (p. 243), not even pointing out the very curious statutory 
reason (see 8, 26 of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, and s. 45 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, and compare the dates of the two Acts) why 
the case could not be taken to the Court of Appeal (see 17 Q. B. D. 
230). The general arrangement of the book is good, and the Table 
of Contents and Analytical Index leave nothing to be desired, and we 
may congratulate Mr. Macnamaia on having so successfully brought 
his special knowledge to bear in this novel treatment of this import- 
ant subject. 


LAW LISTS. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW Society's CALENDAR AND LAW DIRECTORY 
FOR THE YEAR 1889, Kelly & Co, 
Tue Law List, 1889. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 

We write with the fear of a vigilant and esteemed correspondent 
at Bristol before our eyes, but we think we may safely affirm that 
the profession has distinctly benefited by the competition in law 
lists. Both of these works have been considerably improved from 
time to time. 

The Incorporated Law Society’s Calendar continues the features 
which have made it specially valuable—namely, the alphabetical list 
of country solicitors, with the towns in which they practise, enabling 
the residence of any country solicitor to be ascertained, and the list 
of commissioners for oaths in London, giving the streets in which 
they practice, and arranging such streets in groups or districts. 
The local list of solicitors also gives, either the distance from London 
by rail of each place, or its distance from the nearest large town, and 
throughout the lists the names of solicitors who have obtained 
honorary distinction at the final examination are marked, and the 
names of members of the Incorporated Law Society who have not 
before the Ist of January last taken out certificates for the current year 
or have retired from practice are printed in italics. The lists of 
—_— for the colonies and foreign correspondents are very 


The Law List has been revised with great care up to a very recent 
date. Itincludes the examiners of the court recently appointed, and, 
we observe, gives as the residence of a learned judge a house to 
which we believe he has not yet removed, although he is likely to 
do so. On all the other points on which we have tested the present 
issue we have found the information given accurate. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL, 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—Your action concerning the notice recently posted in the 
Land Registry Office, and on the Land Transfer Bill, deserves the best 
thanks of the profession. 

Your correspondent H. seems to think that solicitors alone are not 
entitled to think of themselves, or to do anything in self-defence 
against an arbitrary measure which will benefit nobody, but create a 
host of Government officials who will be paid for their services 


— twice as much as solicitors, and who will probably do their 
work. 


Solicitors are, in H.’s opinion, to mg bear any slight, lest by | 
) 


calling public attention to their grievances, 
incur public distrust. 

I doubt whether the profession will thank H. for his estimate, and 
there are many solicitors with quite enough courage and determina- 
tion to make their influence felt, either by votes or otherwise, and, 
moreover, they will do so. 


Politicians, however eminent, are much too tough-skinned to care 


wever just, they shou'd 





about anything except votes, and I would venture to suggest that 

solicitors should, both individually and collectively, bring their 

influence to bear on members of both Houses of Parliament. M. 
London, March 6. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The letter of your correspondent ‘‘H.” reads as if he had 
inadvertently omitted an important part of it. ‘‘ When,” he writes 
(to quote again the remarkable sentence commented on in your 
article), ‘‘any serious attempt is made to empower outsiders to do the 
work of the profession, or to provide for its transaction by Govern- 
ment officials, it will be time enough for us to resist such attempt, 
and the resistance of the council will, I am satisfied, not be half- 
hearted.” After this, one naturally expects some reassuring state- 
ment of fact, some proof that, if the Bill passes in its present form, 
solicitors will have any more rights in the transfer of land than house 
agents or other outsiders. I allege that they will not, and that (as 
shewn by your correspondent ‘‘X. Y. Z,” on page 231) solicitors 
will be rather at a disadvantage to outsiders than otherwise. I should 
be glad if ‘‘H.” could disprove my statement. If he cannot, I claim 
his influence with the council to ensure that their resistance shall not 
be ‘‘ half-hearted.” 

To that end, and assuming of course that previous remonstrances 
of the council fail, I am convinced that the resistance must be on the 
lines roughly indicated in my suggestions last week. I know that 
some may raise objections to the Incorporated Law Society embarking 
in an electoral campaign, but great occasions call for extraordinary 
measures. Individual solicitors may do much by Lringing influence to 
bear upon their parliamentary representatives, but this will be insuffi- 
cient. The society has the power, by putting the issue plainly before 
every solicitor, to unite the profession in rendering its interests 
secure. The council, I am afraid, do not realize the latent power of 
the profession, nor what its united vote, and itsinfluence beyond the 
mere vote, could effect in constituencies like the City of London, 
Holborn, Westminster, and most of the divisions of Liverpool, Man- 
chester, and Birmingham. So far as I am concerned, my votes are 
at the service of the council whenever I am asked for them. 
An ostrich-like refusal to recognize the danger will certainly not 
defeat it, and if the Bill becomes law—why then, as you observe, 
action will be too late. A Soriciror. 

London, March 5. 


THE LAND CHARGES ACT, 1888. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—In Messrs. Elphinstone & Clark’s pamphlet on this Act it is 
stated, page 22, that ‘‘ where a lease is taken direct from the free- 
holder, the lessee will not (in the absence of a special contract giving 
him a right to investigate the lessor’s title) have the means of search- 
ing against any person except the lessor,” implying, I presume, that 
a search should be made against the lessor. The note then continues: 
‘‘Where the lessor is himself a termor a search against him may, 
having regard to the proviso in section 10, be advisable.” 

The meaning of this does not seem very clear, and in any case there 
appears to be no object in making a distinction between the two 
cases of the lessor being (a) a freeholder or ()) a termor. The ques- 
tion, however, arises whether in either or both cases any duty is now 
imposed upon the solicitor of an intending lessee (and also of an 
intending purchaser of leaseholds) to search under the Act against the 
lessor. It would seem that this is suggested, although it is recog- 
nized that a lessor’s title cannot be called for or investigated. 

The matter seems sufficiently important to justify my troubling 
you. J. G. G. 
March 5. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep, S./.] 


STAMPS ON ASSIGNMENTS OF LIFE POLICIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888, s. 19, sub-section 
(2). imposes the liability of stamp duty and the penalty upon life 
assurance companies and others paying on assignments of policies not 
duly stamped ; section 20 makes void every contract, arrangement, or 
alutdiae indemnifying against such liability in respect of instru- 
ments executed after the passing of the Act. 

Upon a policy of over twelve years’ standing, the City of Glasgow 
T.ife Assurance Co., having named the sum of £12 1s. 9d. (being less 
than one-fourth of the premiums paid) as the surrender value, take 
the objection that an assignment indorsed upon the policy in 1886, 
that is before the passing of the Act, is unstamped, and decline to 
pay, or accept any indemnity for the liability. 

Is this the line taken by any other assurance company ? 


HARMER STEELE. 
21, College-hill, London, E.C., March 2. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK.* 
Court of Appeal, 


EARL OF JERSEY »v. NEATH POOR LAW GUARDIANS—No. 1, 5th March. 
Mines AND Minerats—A.tiuviaL CrAay—ReEsERVATION, 


This was an appeal from the decision of Day, J. The action was 
brought to enforce an award under section 308 of the Public Health Act. 
In 1829 the predecessor in title of the plaintiff conveyed certain lands in 
Glamorganshire to one Lewis Thomas in fee simple, reserving to himself 
and his heirs ‘‘ all mines of coal, culm, and iron, and all other mines and 
minerals whatsoever, except stone quarries within or under”’ the lands so 
conveyed. The defendants, who were the sanitary authority for the 
Neath District, had, under their powers, constructed a drain across this 
land, and had laid 9-inch drain pipes at a depth of 6 feet for a distance of 
600 yards across it. They had compensated the successor in title of Lewis 
Thomas, and the plaintiff now claimed compensation for the damage to 
the ‘‘ minerals” reserved to him. It appeared that the land, which was 
contiguous to the River Neath, had been, by the overflows of that river, 
covered with a sort of alluvial clay, which varied in depth from 6 to 30 
feet over the whole land, and which was valuable for making bricks, drain- 
tiles, and some kinds of pottery. The clay came right up to the surface 
of the land. The arbitrator awarded compensation for the injury, and Day, 
J., gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendants appealed, contending 
that this clay formed the actual surface of the soil, and could not be 
included in the reservation. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R , and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the —_ Lord Esuer, M.R., said that it had been urged upon them 
that the case of Hext v. Gill (L. R. 7 Ch. 699) had been overruled in 
the House of Lords by the case of Lord Provost of Glasgow v. Fairrie (13 
App. Cas. 657). In his opinion that was not so. If any doubt as to the 
principle on which Hert y. Gill was decided was +m by any of the 
noble and learned lords, the point was distinctly left open to decision. 
Until, therefore, Hext v. Gill was expressly overruled by the House of 
Lords, it was binding on this court, and for his part he accepted it as 
good law, and as reasonable and sensible in its principle. In fact, if that 
case came before him now, he would decide it in the way in which it had 
been decided. It was a good rule of construction that was there laid 
down, and it summed up what had been the decisions in all the earlier 
cases. The rule of construction to be applied to such a reservation was 
this, that ‘“‘ mines” did not govern ‘‘ minerals,’’ but that minerals must be 
regarded as separate, and not necessarily obtained from mines. The 
reservation here was of ‘‘ all minerals whatsoever,’? and Hert v. Gill 
decided that the word ‘‘ minerals’’ included every substance which could 
be got from underneath the surface of the earth for the purpose of profit, 
unless there was something in the nature of the transaction, or in the con- 
text of the reservation, to limit the meaning of the word. In this case 
there was nothing to so limit the meaning, and therefore this clay, which 
was valuable, fell clearly within the word ‘‘ minerals,” and must be 
reserved to the plaintiff. Bown and Fry, LJJ., delivered judgment to 
the same effect.—Counsrr, Jelf, Q.C., Balfour Brown, Q.C., and 
Denman Benson ; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., H. D. Greene, Q.C., and J. Hender- 
re Soxtcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for Cuthbertcon, Neath ; Freshfields 
| Williams, 


WEED v. WARD—No. 2, 27th February. 


Rererence To Orrictan Rereree—Jurispiction—ActTion or Drcrrr— 
JupicaTurE Act, 1873, s. 56. 


The question in this case was, whether there was jurisdiction, under 
section 56 of the Judicature Act, 1873, to direct a reference to an official 
reteree before the trial of a question bearing on the amount of damages 
recoverable in the action. Section 56 provides that (with certain excep- 
tions) :—‘‘ Any question arising in any cause or matter before the High 
Court of Justice, or before the Court of Appeal, may be referred by the 
court or by any divisional court or judge before whom such cause or matter 
may be pending for inquiry and report to any official or special referee.” 
The action was for the rescission of an agreement for partnership between 
the plaintiff and the defendant in the business of solicitors, on the ground 
that the defendant had misrepresented the value of his practice, and to 
recover damages for the misrepresentation. The partnership had com- 
menced on the Ist of January, 1884. Theplaintiff alleged that hehad entered 
into the partnership on the faith of representations made by the defendant 
that his practice was worth £2,000 a year, and that these representations 
were untrue in fact, and either untrue to the knowledge of the defendant 
or that the defendant had made them recklessly. The defendant denied 
that he had made any representations as to the value of his practice, 
except in a letter in which he said: ‘‘My practice may be considered 
worth £2,000 a year, and it will increase probably, certainly, I may 
say, on the death of anamesake now seventy-five,’’ and he said that for six 
months before the partnership was entered into the plaintiff had acted as 
his clerk, had attended regularly at his office, had access to all his booksand 
papers, and had had full means of acquiring information as to the busi- 
hess, and that he had, before the partnership was entered into, expressed 
himself as quite satisfied with the business. Notice of trial was given in 
July, 1888, but the action had not yet come on for trial. Upon 
the application of the plaintiff by summons in January, 1889, North, J., in 
chambers, ordered a reference to the official referee in rotation, under sec- 
tion 56, of the question, what was the net profit of the defendant’s practice 


* These cases are specially reported for the SoLicrToRs’ JOURNAL by barristers 
Sppointed in the different courts. 





during each of the years 1878 to 1883 inclusive ? and stayed further pro- 
ceedings in the action till after the report of the referee. On the appeal it 
was urged on behalf of the defendant that section 56 did not authorize the 
reference of such a question before the trial, because it was a question 
which would not necessarily haveto be determined. The question would not 
arise unless it was shewn that the defendant had made the alleged mis- 
representations, and that the plaintiff had acted on the faith of their truth. 
On behalf of the plaintiff it was urged that the order was in the discretion 
of the judge. 

Tue Covrt (Corton, Linptey, and Lorgs, L..JJ.) discharged the order, 
They held that under section 56 there was jurisdiction to refer before 
trial only questions which would necessarily arise for determination, and 
that this question woald not necessarily arise.—Counse., Crackanthorpe, 
Q.C., and H. Terrell ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Beddail, Souicrrors, F. Fits- 
Payne ; Greenwood § Moreton, 


LOWIHER v. HEAVER—No. 2, Ist March. 


Burtpinc AGREEMENT—AGREEMENT TO Grant Leases or SEPARATE Ptots 
WHEN Hovses are Roorrp In—Risut or Re-entry on Suspension or 
Works—VARIATION RETWEEN RicGut or Re-ENtRY RY AGREEMENT AND 
Proviso ror Re-EntRY IN Leask — APPROPRIATION OF PAYMENTS — 
PRESUMPTION. 


This action was brought to enforce the ry! to the plaintiff of 
leases of four plots of land, and the houses which had been built upon 
them, in pursuance of a building agreement between the defendant 
Heaver, a landowner, and the plaintiff’s predecessor in title. On the 25th 
of August, 1885, Heaver entered into an agreement with Rowe to grant to 
Rowe, or his nominee or nominees, and Rowe agreed, by himself or his 
nominee or nominees, to execute, when and so soon as certain buildings 
thereby agreed to be erected should be roofed in, a lease or leases of 
thirty-two plots of land. Times were fixed within which the different 
houses were to be erected and roofed in, and as to the value of the houses 
and the rents to be paid for the plots respectively. There was a proviso 
that, ‘‘ when and so soon as the lessee shall have roofed in the said houses 
to be erected by him as aforesaid, the lessor will grant, and the lessee, or 
his nominee or nominees, will accept, a separate lease of each of the houses 
so roofed in when and so soon as such roof is completed, with the plot of 
land upon which the same is built, for the term and at the rent afore- 
said.”” The leases were to be in the form of a draft lease annexed to the 
agreement. The agreement contained a proviso enabling the lessor, ‘‘ in 
respect of any of the plots not previously demised, to re-enter upon the 
premises hereby agreed to be leased, and the buildings (if any) erected 
thereon, and to put an end to this agreement in the event of the rents, or 
any of them, being in arrear for twenty-one days, or if the intended 
buildings be not commenced on or before the 30th of August 
next, and if commenced they be not at any time regularly proceeded 
with for the space of twenty-one clear days, or if they be not erected 
fit for habitation and completely finished on or before the respective 
times hereinbefore limited for the same respectively, in respect of which 
several matters time is hereby declared to of the essence of the con- 
tract.’? The form of lease annexed to the agreement contained a proviso 
of re-entry for non-payment of rent or breach of any of the leasee’s 
covenants, but it did not give the lessor any right to re-enter if the build- 
ing should not be proceeded with for twenty-one days. The plaintiff was 
a mortgagee from Rowe of the benefit of the ent so far a» it related 
to four of the houses, with an option of purchase. Rowe died in July, 
1887, intestate, and in August, 1887, the plaintiff gave notice to Rowe's 
administratrix of his intention to exercise his option, and he brought this 
action to compel Heaver to grant him leases of the four houses. The 
defendant did not dispute that the houses had been roofed in in time, but 
he alleged that he was not bound to grant the leases, because the rent of 
the four plots of land was in arrear from September, 1886, and that there 
had been for more than twenty-one days before Rowe’s death a failure to 
proceed with the buildings on the four plots. The defendant had sent in 
to Rowe's administratrix two statements of account, one relating to 
advances made by him to Rowe, the other relating to ground-renta, in 
which Rowe was charged with rent in respect of the four plots down to 
July, 1887. This account charged Rowe with £1,062 for rent, and credited 
him with payments to the amount of £667, leaving £395 due from him, 
which much exceeded the rent due for the four plots. The loan account 
shewed that Rowe owed the defendant £15,157 for advances and interest, 
and he was credited with agarose amounting in the whole to £6,865. 
No objection was made to the accuracy of these accounts, but there was 
no evidence that Heaver was authorized to wo the whole of the 
£6,865 paid by Rowe to the loan account. Kekewich, J., held that the 
plaintiff was entitled to have the leases granted. 

Tux Court (Corron, Lixpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
They held that, there being an express agreement to t leases when 
the houses should have been roofed in, the right of re-entry was thence- 
forth regulated by the model lease, and not by the terms of the agreement, 
and there was no right of re-entry by reason of the suspension of the 
works for twenty-one days. And, as to the non-payment of rent, it was 
not shewn that Heaver had any right to appropriate all the moneys which 
he had appropriated to the loans account in that way. Rowe had the prima 
facie right to appropriate his —— as he pleased, and, in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary, it could not be presumed that he would have 
appropriated the payments in such a way es to produce a forfeiture for 
non-payment of rent. The onus was on Heaver to shew that Rowe had not 
made any appropriation, and that onus he had not discharged.—Counsat, 
Warmington, 0.6., and J. G. Wood; Barber, Q.C., and C. B. Ores; BR. B. 





Rogers. Sorscrrors, Clowes, Hickley, § Oo. ; Cree § Son; @. H. Fineh. 
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PRESLAND v. BINGHAM—No. 2, 5th March. 


Fasement—Licgur—Prescrivtion—Interrnurtion oF Fructvatinc Nature 
—Onxvs or Proor—Prescrivtion Acr (2 & 3 Witt. 4, c. 71), ss. 3, 4. 


A question arcse in this case as to the onus probandi of an interruption 
for a year to the access of light. The action was brought to restrain the 
defendant from building so as to obstruct the access of light to the plain- 
tiff’s house. The defendant alleged that the plaintiff had not had twenty 
years’ uninterrupted enjoyment, and he relied on the fact that he had 
been in the habit of piling up in his back yard, on which he was now 
about to build, packing cases, which were from time to time moved, s0 as 


to prevent the plaintiff from acquiring the right to light. The plaintiff | 


admitted that there had been some temporary interruption in this way. 

Tur Court (Corron, Linptry, and Lorrs, L.JJ.) held, reversing the 
decision of North, J., who had dismissed the action, that no interruption 
for a year had been proved, and gave the plaintiff an inquiry as to 
damages. Both Corron and Linpiey, L.JJ., expressed an opinion that, 
where there had been some interruption of light, and the interruption 
was one hkely to be of a permanent character, the onus would be on the 
plaintiff to prove that the interruption had not continued for a year, but 
that when, as in the present case, the alleged interruption was in its 
nature of a temporary and fluctuating character, the onus was on the 
defendant to shew that the inrerruption had continued for a year. Lopes, 
L. J., exprezsed no opinion on this point.—Counset, Coz:ns- Hardy, Q.C., 
and G@. Broke Freeman ; Crackanthorpe, Q.0,, and A, A. Terrell. Soxtct- 
tors, J. Rexworthy ; Cuddon § Co. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 

DREYFUS & CO. v. PERUVIAN GUANO CO.—Kay J., 27th February. 
Pracrice —Discoverny—Action ror Discovery in Arp or ProcrEpiInGs 

In Foretcn Covrtr—Morron To Srraike ovr StTarement or CLaim— 

R.8.C., XXV., 4. 

This was a motion to strike out a statement of claim on the ground that 
it disclosed no reasonable cause of action. The plaintiffs brought an 
action before the Tribunal of Commerce at Antwerp, claiming payment of 
£60,000 in respect of three cargoes of guano, and obtained judgment for 
that sum. On appeal, the Court of Appeal of Brussels annulled the 
judgment, but ordered an account. The defendants did not furnish tne 
account, and the plaintiffs brought an action in the High Court alleging 
that discovery was necessary, and that they could not get it in the Belgian 
Courts; that the defendants had no place of business within the jurisdic- 
tion of those courts, and that discovery could not be had except in an 
English court of «quity, and they claimed discovery by interrogatories or 
otherwise of all the defendants’ dealings with the cargoes in question, and 
such further order in aid of the Belgian action as the case might require. 

Kay, J., said that it was not the practice of the court to entertain an 
action for discovery alone in aid of proceedings in an inferior court, and 
that, in the contemplation of the Court of Chancery, every foreign court 
was an inferior court. The statement of cluim must be struck out and 
the action dismissed with costs. —Counset, Rigby, Q.C., and Haldane ; Sir 
H, Davey, Q.C., and M, Ingls Joyce, Sorscrrons, C. §& §. Harrison § Co. ; 
G, M, Clements, 


LYON v. JOHNSON—Kay J., Ist March. 


PracticE—ARnITRATION—AGREEMENT TO Rerrr—ConstrucTion or Part- 
NERSHIP ARTICLES — AcTION IN HicH Court— Motion to Stray 
Procerpincs—Discretion or Court. 


The plaintiff and defendant, surgeons, agreed to carry on business in 
partnership ; that all salaries, remunerations, or other profits, ‘‘and all 
pecuniary presents, and gratuities from patients, and all other professional 
emoluments’’ should be accounted for as profits of the business; and that 
all differences with regard to the construction of the articles should be 
referred to arbitration. One of the patients attended by the plaintiff died 
appointing him her executor, and leaving him a legacy, and the residue 
of her personal estate. The defendant claimed half of these legacies as 
pecuniary presents, and wished to refer the question to arbitration, and 
appointed an arbitrator; the plaintiff thereupon issued a writ asking to 
have the matter determined by the High Court; and the defendant now 
moved to stay all proceedings in the action on the ground that he and the 
plaintiff hed agreed to refer all disputes to arbitration. 

Kay, J., said there were two questions, whether the testatrix was a 
paticut, and whether the legacies were pecuniary preeents or gratuities. 
Lhese questions would be better decided in the High Court, but they were 
clearly within the agreement to refer disputes to arbitration. However, 
the court had a discretion, and in the exercise of that discretion he refused 
to stay proceedings in the action. Motion refused, costs costs in the 
action.—CounseL,, Renshaw, QC., and F. L. Wright ; Marten, QC., and 
Smart. Sorscrrors, Bolton § Co., for Hodding § Beevor, Worksop ; Belfrage 
§ Co., for Cartwright § Walker, Bawtry. 


METROPOLITAN MUSIC HALL CO. v. LAKE—Chitty, J., Ist March. 
Contempt or Covrt—Action Commencen —NewsparER—CriticisM ON 
Issvgs IN Acti N—SCIENTER. 

This was a motion by the defendant to commit to prison the editor and 
orinter of the Financial Times on the ground that a certain article or re- 
port published in their newspaper after the action was commenced, and 
1eflecting on the matters in issue, was calculated to interfere with the 
free course of justice. The respondents submitted that at the date of 


| publication they were ignorant of the fact that proceedings had been 
commenced. The defendant submitted that on motions for committal for 
contempt ignorance was no defence, but a mere circumstance in ex. 
tenuation. 

Curry, J., said that the case had given rise to a controversy of a legal 
nature whether, in cases of this kind, the respondent, although having no 
actual knowledge, was yet bound by cognizance of what was going on 
in her Majesty’s courts. The old doctrine was that all persons were go 
bound, The consequences of that doctrine were modified as to rea] 
actions by the statutes providing for the registration of a lis pendens. It 
also appeared that in cases of disobedience to injunctions the court 
declined to commit, unless the injuncticn was brought to the notice of 
| the respondent. The doctrine as to notice was different in cases of con. 
tempt against orders relating to the protection of infants. Offences of 
interference with wards of court were yer se contempts apart from any 
question as to scienter (Horlert’s case, 3 P. Wms. 115). Amongst the 
reasons for that was that everyone had notice of infancy. It was there. 
fore apparent that the doctrine of the court as to contempt was not uni. 
form. It would be a strong thing to say that a man exposed himself to 
the severe consequences of contempt—a qguasi-criminal offence—when he 
did a thing in ignorance and the court accepted his statement that he 
was ignorant. ‘The court should examine each case as it occurred, and 
could easily deal with excuses and flimsy defences, On the materials before 
him he declined to hold that the respondents had knowingly erred. He also 
thought that the publication complained of would not interfere with the 
course of justice. The action was to be tried before a judge, so there 
was no question as to influencing the minds of a jury. Moreover, the 
statements published, in his view, would not deter witnesses from coming 
forward on behalf of the defence. There was no fear of any repetition of 
the acts complained of. The conclusion he came to was not that the 
motion was made for the sake of obtaining a committal for contempt, but 
out of anger. He thought that when the court saw that a motion was 
not a bond fide motion for committal for contempt, but for some other 
purpose, such as to punish the respondent by making him pay costs, it 
should decline to interfere. He therefore dismissed the motion, with 
costs.—CounsEL, Romer, Q.C., and H. Terrell ; Byrne, Q.0., and Micklem, 
Souicirors, Lumley § Lumley ; Layton, Son, § Lendon. 


Re THE NORTH CAROLINA ESTATE CO.—Chitty, J., 1st March. 


Compantes Act, 1862, s. 87—Winpinc vp—InsuncTion—Stay or Pro. 
CEEDINGS—Il*orEIGN ACTION. 

This was a motion under the Companies Act, 1862, s. 87, bv the official 
liquidator of the company to restrain one of the vendors of the company 
from taking any proccedings in the courts of the United States against 
the company for the purpose of recovering any purchase-money alleged 
to be due to him from the company. It appeared that the respondent, 
who was a British subject, permanently residing in this country, and had 
claimed in the winding up, had also instituted proceedings in the courts 
of North Carolina seeking to attach the property of the company in that 
State. Actions by American creditors were also being proceeded with in 
North Carolina. The respondent submitted that section 87 (which pro- 
vides that after an order for winding up a company no suit, action, or 
other proceeding shall be proceeded with or commenced against the com- 
pany except with leave of the court) conferred no jurisdiction on the court 
to interfere with foreign proceedings, and relied on section 122 (which 
gives the courts of England, Scotland, and Ireland co-ordinate jurisdiction 
tor the enforcement of all winding-up proceedings) as shewing that 
section 87 could not be extended so as to comprise proceedings in any 
foreign country. 

Curry, J., said that the language of section 87 was general, and there 
were no words which restricted the proceedings referred to in the section 
to proceedings within any !ocal limits. Under the Companies Act of 1862 
it was clear that the assets of the company were to be collected and distri- 
buted in discharge of its liabilities, and were fixed with a trust for all its 
creditors in an equal distribution: Re Oriental Inland Steam Co. (22 W. R. 
622, L. R. 9 Oh. 557) and Re Vron Colliery Co. (30 W. R. 388, 20 Ch. D. 
442). No creditor, therefore, could be allowed, by taking procedings at 
his own will and pleasure, to destroy, waste, or impair the assets. It was 
quite true, as was said by Mellish, L.J., in Re Oriental Inland Steam Co., 
thet Parliament did not legislate for a foreign country. The point, how- 
ever, was whether the court could grant an injunction which could be 
effectual. Here the creditor instituting the proceedings was within the 
jurisdiction of the court. The doctrine of the court was that injunctions 
were directed against the person, and in the present case the injunction 
would be effectual. He, therefore, should grant an injunction, but as 
there might be reasons why, on evidence still to be ascertained, the 
respondent might obtain leave to procecd, he should only grant the 
injunction until further order.— Counsei, Romer, Q.O., and Butcher ; 
Byrne, Q.C., and Quin. Soxrterrors, R. Smith §& Son; Ashurst, Morris, 
Crisp, § Co. 


KING v. DICKESON—North, J., 4th March, 


Use or Lanp—Resrrictive Covenant—Norice—Esrate Sotp in Lors— 
Sup-piviston or Lor—Ricut or Owner OF Part to Enrorce Covenant 
AGAINST OWNER OF OTHER Part, 


In this case a question arose as to enforcing a covenant restricting the 
use of land. The plaintiff in 1874 became the purchaser of lot 258 of a 
building estate which belonged to the British Land Co. The lot, which 
was situate in a road called Ramsden-road, was conveyed to him bya 
deed dated the 20th of June, 1874. The estate of which the lot had 
formed part had, in September, 1869, been offercd for sale in forty lots, 
according to certain printed particulars, which contained certain stipula- 
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tions restricting the use of the land. Lot 258 was not then sold, but it 
was afterwards sold by the company to the plaintiff, subject to the same 
stipulations, which were set forth in a schedule to the deed conveying the 
property to him. The conveyance contained the following mutual cove- 
nants:—‘' The vendors (as to so much of the land to which the said 
stipulations relate as remains vested in them), for themselves and their 
assigns, and the purchaser (as to the land hereby conveyed), for himself, 
his heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, do hereby respectively 
covenant and grant with and to each other, and, as to the purchaser, also 
with and to the owners or owner of any other land to which the benefit of 
the said stipulations is attached, and their, his, or her respective heirs and 
assigns, that the covenantors respectively and their respective heirs and 
assigns will henceforth observe, perform, and comply with the said stipu- 
lations, 0 far as the same relate either to the rights or to the duties of 
the purchaser, his heirs or assigns, in respect of the land hereby 
conveyed, and that nothing shall ever be erected, fixed, placed, or done 
upon the land as to which they respectively covenant, or any part thereof, 
in breach or violation or contrary to the fair meaning of the said stipula- 
tions.’ There followed a proviso limiting the liability of the covenantors 
to the periods of their respective ownerships. The schedule contained 
(inter alia) the following stipulations :—‘‘ Nothing is to be erected within 
15ft. of Rameden-road except fences, and those not more than 6ft. high.”’ 
“The conveyance of each lot shall contain covenants to observe the above 
stipulations, with a proviso limiting the liability of each covenantor to the 
period of ownership. The covenants shall be by the purchaser (in respect 
of the lot conveyed to him) with the vendors and the other owners for the 
time being of lots 258—298. The covenant shall be by the vendors (in 
respect of those portions of lots 258—298 which shall remain veeted in them) 
with the purchaser.” In April, 1879, the plaintiff made an equitable 
mortgage by deposit of a part of lot 258 to Furber. The mortgagee had 
notiie of the restrictive covenant, but the plaintiff did not impose any 
obligation on him as to the use of the mortgaged property. T'urber after- 
wads brought a foreclosure action against the present plaintiff, and in 
that action an order was, on the 2nd of November, 1883, made, declaring 
the then plaintiff entitled to the mortgaged property, free from the equity 
of redemption, and directing the then defendant King to execute a proper 
conveyance of the mortgaged property to the then plaintiff Furber. King 
failed to execute the conveyance, and, on the 8th of December, 1883, an 
order was made vesting the property in Furber, for all the estate of King 
therein. Furber afterwards sold the property which was thus vested in 
him to Penstone, and he resold it to Ball, who sold it again to the present 
defendants. It was admitted that Penstone, Ball, and the present defend- 
ants respectively had notice, at the times of their respective purchases, of 
the restrictive covenants. The plaintiff, thus remaining owner of part of 
lot 258, sought by the present action to restrain the defendants from 
building on their part of the same lot beyond the building line fixed by 
the original restrictive covenant. 

Nortn, J., held that the plaintiff could not maintain the action. The 
question was, whether the purchasers of a part of lot 258, who were pro- 
poring to build beyond the building line, could be restrained from so 
doing, rot by the owners of the other lots, but by the owner of another 
part of lot 258? There was no agreement between the plaintiff and his 
mortgagee, Farber, as to the use of the land comprised in the mortgage, 
and though, no doubt, the mortgagee took the land subject to the then 
existing obligations, and subject, therefore, to the right of the owners of 
the other lots to prevent a breach of those obligations, there was nothing 
to prevent the owner of lot 258 from building upon it in any way he 
pleased, provided that the owners of the other lots did not object. It had 
been suggested that some of the owners of those lots had by their conduct 
lost their original right against the owner of lot 258. If they had all lost 
that right, the owner of lot 258 could have built in any way he pleased on 
that lot. It was said that the purchaser of part of lot 258 had come 
under a new obligation as regarded the owner of the other part. His 
lordship thought there was no colour for this suggestion. In his opinion 
the plaintiff conveyed to his mortgagee the part which he mortgaged sub- 
ject to all then existing rights, but did not by implication create any new 
right as against his mortgagee, and, not having created any such obliga- 
tion as against him, he could not set up any such obligation as against a 
purchaser from him. ‘The action, therefore, failed, but this was without 

rejudice to any claim which might be made by the owners of the other 
ots.—CounseL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Eustace Smith ; Cozens-Hardy, 
QC, and Chadwych-Healey. Soxrtcrrors, R. § A. Russell ; Hopgood, 
Foster, § Dowson. 





Re EBSWORTH AND TIDY’S CONTRACT—North, J., 5th March. 


Venpor AND Puncuaser—Oxsections To TrrLe—MorrGaGe To Trustees or 
Burtpinc Sociwsty—Power or SALE Given TO TrustTeks—WINDING UP OF 
Socrery as UNREGISTERED Company—Power or Liquipators TO SELL AND 
Convey Moxrtcacep Prorerty—Tirue Rent-CuarGE—APPorrioNMENT— 
Costs or Cory or Witt Not AnsTRACTED IN CHIEF. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, by a 
purchaser of real estate, asking for a declaration that the vendor had not 
delivered a perfect abstract of his title, and had not shewn a good title to 
the property. The title was traced through a mortgage in fee by a former 
owner to the trustees of a building society (not incorporated). The mort- 
gage contained a power for the trustees for the time being of the society, 
if and when required by the directors, to sell the property in case of 
default in payment by the mortgagor, and it was provided that the receipts 
of the trustees should be sufficient discharges for the purchase-moncy. 
The society was afterwards ordered to be wound up as an unregistered 
company under section 199 of the Companies Act, 1862, and six of the 
directors were appointed official liquidators. Section 199 provides that, 
in such a case, ‘‘all the provisions of this Act with respect to winding up 
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shall apply to such a company,” with certain exceptions. By section 203, 
‘If any unregistered company has no power to sue and be sued in a 
common name, or if, for any reason, it appears cxpedient, the court may, 
by the order for winding up such company, or by any subsequent order, 
direct that all such property, real and personal, including all interest, 
claims, and rights in, to, and out of, property, real and personal, and 
including things in action, as may belong to, or be vested in, the company, 
or to or in any person or persons on trust for or on behalf of the com- 
pany, or any part of such property, is to vest in the official liquidator or 
official liquidators by his or their official name or names, and thereupon the 
same or suyh part thereof as may be specified in the order shall vest 
accordingly.’’ By section 95, ‘‘Tho official liquidator shall have power, 
with the sanction of the court, to do the following things (inter alia)—to 
sell the real and personal property, &c., of the company, with power to 
transfer the whole thereof to any person or company, or to se)l the same 
in parcels.” And by section 96, ‘‘The court may provide, by any order, 
that the official liquidator may exercise any of the above powers without the 
sanction or intervention of the court.’”’ In the present case the order appoint- 
ing the six liquidators provided that “‘ all the acts required or authorized by 
the Act to be done by the official liquidators may be done by any two of 
the said official liquidators.” And another order was made vesting in the 
official liquidators (in the terms of section 203) all the property, &c., of 
the society. Two of the liquidators afterwards sold the mortgaged pro- 
perty to a predecessor of the vendor, and executed a deed by which they 
purported to convey the property to him. The purchaser objected that 
the power of sale could only be exercised by the trustees of the society to 
whom it was given by the mortgage, and that the legal estate which was 
vested in the six liquidators could not be conveyed by two of them. 

Nonrrtu, J., held that the effect of the above sections and the orders 
made under them was to enable the liquidators to exercise the power of 
sale, and two of them to convey the legal estate, and he disallowed the 
objection. 

Another objection arose thus. The property sold, which was about a 
quarter of an acre in extent, was subject to tithe rent-charge, in common 
with other Jand, of about seventeen acres in extent, of which it had 
formerly formed part. The purchaser ineisted that the vendor was bound 
to procure an apportionment of the tithe rent-charge, so that the pur- 
chaser should not be liable to pay more than a proportion corresponding 
to the extent of the land purchased by him. 

Nortn, J., held that, in the absence of agreement, there was no such 
obligation on the part of the vendor. The purchaser would be able to pro- 
cure an apportionment himself. 

Another objection was, that a will through which the title was traced 
was not abstracted in chief in the abstract of title delivered to the pur- 
chaser. Its contents appeared by a recital in a subsequent deed which 
was abstracted in chief, and the effect of the will was fuily stated there. 

Noxtu, J., held that this objection was technically good, but that, 
under the circumstances, there was no substance in it, and that, if the 
purchaser wished to have the will abstracted in chief, it must be done at 
his expense. In his opinion, if the will had been abstracted in chief, it 
not being in the vendor’s possession, the purchaser would, under section 
3 (6) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, have had to bear the expense of its 
production.—Counsei, Corens- Hardy, Q.C., and P. F. Wheeler; Everitt, 
Q.C., and 7. C. Wright. Sonicrrors, HE. Dean; Terrell, Atkinson, § Win- 
stanley. 


Re BOWES, EARL OF STRATHMORE v. VANE—North, J., 4th March. 


ADMIN ISTRATION—-STATUTE- BARRED Dent—Crepiror HOLDING Security ON 
Assets IN Foreran Country—Opr.ication To Account ror Procerps or 
Security. 

This was an administration action. The testator had some assets in 
France, in which country his widow was residing. She claimed to prove 
under the administration judgment, as a creditor of the testator, in respect 
of two sums of £2,400 and £10,000. In respect of both these debts she 
had obtained security in France, by means of an attachment or seques- 
tration under French law upon the testator’s French assets. The court 
held that the claim, as regarded the £2,400, was barred in England by 
the Statute of Limitations, but admitted the claim forthe £10,000. It was 
then contended on behalf of the executor that the widow must bring into 
hotchpot the proceeds of her security as regarded the £2,400 before she 
could be admitted to receive any dividend in the English administration 
in reepect of the £10,000. 

Noxru, J., held that the claimant was entitled to the benefit of what- 
ever she received from her security in France in respect of the £2,400, 
and that she was under no obligation to bring those proceeds into hotch- 
pot as regarded the £10,000, In his opinion the dic/a of Pearson, J., in 
Re Klwbe (28 Ch. D. 177) did not apply.—Counset, Crackanthorpe, QC., 
and Nasmith, QC.; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and H. C. Deane, Soxicrrors, 
F. Rolt ; Western § Sons. 


Solicitors’ Cases, 
Re A SOLICITOR~Q. B. Diy., 6th March. 


This was an application on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society 
against the solicitor on the ground that in issuing a writ he had, with 
intention to mislead the defendant's solicitor so as to prevent him from 
applying for security for costs, described the plaintiff as resident in Paul- 
street, Finsbury, whereas he in fact resided in Vienna. It was stated 
during the hearing that the society, after investigation, were satisfied that 





| the charge was not made out, but the defendant in the action appeared to 
enforce the complaint. In giving judgment 
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Hupp esto, B., said that, while satisfied that the Incorporated Law 
Society were right in bringing the matter before the court, their opinion 
that it was explained or answered would not influence the mind of the 
court, which must form its own judgment on the facts. The case was 
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directed to be paid out of a mixed fund, consisting of real and personal 
property, the relative values of the real and personal properties must be 


| ascertained, and the duty on the legacies charged in the same proportions, 


the higher rate of duty being paid in respect of the proportion represent. 


one of very considerable importance. One of the litigant parties, the ing the value of the real estate. If the law should not be amended in this 


defendant, had been prevented from recovering his costs, and it was clear 
that if the solicitor had communicated the real residence of the plaiutiff, 
the defendant would have secured his costs, and practically the defendant 
had lost the sum of £34 11s. 8d. he might otherwise have recovered. Now, 
how had that come about? Not through mere negligence, by any means. 
It was obvious that the defendant, who knew Karpeles was a foreigner, was 
about to apply for security for costs. But, looking at the writ, he found 
that Karpeles was described as resident at Paul-street, Finsbury. Cases 
had been cited in which it was held that a place of business might be put 
as the place of residence, and he was surprised to find, from the counsel of 
the Incorporated Law Society, that it was usual so todo. But looking at 
the Rules of Court he found that it was requisite to put the ‘‘address”’ 
in this way—‘‘ Who resides at ———.’’ That is, it was requisite 
that the place of residence should be given. That was what was 
required under the Judicature Act, and it was useless to cite cases 
to shew that it was not so. In the very writ in this case the 
residence purported to be given—the plaintiff was stated to ‘‘ reside” 
at Paul-street, Finsbury, Now, was that put there honestly by 
the solicitor, or was it put there for some occult purpose? There 
could be no mistake as to what ‘‘residence” meant. It did 
not neceesarily mean the place where he slept; he might pass the 
day elsewhere. But what the solicitor in this case stated was that 
Karpeles resided in Paul-street, Finsbury. Now Karpeles resided and 
carried on business in Vienna, and had no name or description up in 
Paul-street, Finsbury. He lived in Vienna, and occasionally came over 
to this country. He had brought an action against Friedlander, and was 
described by his solicitor as residing in Paul-street, Finsbury. Fried- 
lander's solicitor, being unable to find the plaintiff at that address, wrote 
to the solicitor of the plamtiff to tell him so, and to inform him that he 
had been told by the office boy that the plaintiff had no residence or 
address here. ‘The plaintiff’s solicitor well knew the object of the 
application, which was to obtain security for costs, and yet he wrote, in 
reply, that the address of his client was in Paul-street, Finsbury—that is, 
he conveyed to the mind of the defendant's solicitor that he could not 
obtain security for costs. Was that done honestly or dishonestly? Did 
he know that his client had really no place of business in Finsbury? If 
so, then he wrote what he knew to be untrue, He professed to have had 
reasons to believe that his client was tenant of the house in Paul-street. 
But there were no affidavits from the landlord, or the rate collector, or 
anyone who could give any real information as to who was the tenant; and, 
on the other side, the agent made an affidavit that Karpeles had no place 
of business in Paul-street. If so, that must have been known to the 
solicitor, or he might, with the slightest exertion, have found it out. All 
these matters were, to his mind, pregnant with suspicion, and he could 
not acquit the solicitor of a desire to mislead the defendant’s solicitor so 
as to prevent him from applying for security for costs. Under these 
circumstances, the court must act upon their own judgment; and, though 
they did not think it a case for suspension, they thought the solicitor must 
indemnify the defendant, and must pay him the £34 11s. 8d., and also pay 
the costs of this proceeding ; and, as the Incorporated Law Society had 
been content with acting on their opinion, there would be no costs to the 
society. Manisty, J., concurred, observing that, if there was a prevalent 
notion that solicitors were at liberty to disregard the rules in this respect 
—as to describing truly the residence of their clients—then the sooner that 
notion was corrected the better. The rule was clear and express, and 
must be obeycd. In this case, had it been obeyed, either the action would 
not have been carried on, or the defendant would have obtained security 
for costs.—Counsni, Reid, Q.C., and Hollams ; Oswald; Finlay, Q C., and 
Sidney Woolf.— Times, 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
BIRMINGHAM LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members is 257, being an increase of 
nine upon 248, the total number reported last year. 

Law Classes.—The committee are able to report a slight increase in these 
classes, and they are also glad to shew a better financial statement. 

Costs Prior to Auction,—The thanks of all members of the profession are 
due to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom 
for taking up the question involved in the case of Newbould v. Bailward, by 
which it will be remembered it was decided that a solicitor was not entitled 
to make any charge in respect of work done, in the case of a sale by 
auction, prior to the auction, where he did not take a scale fee for con- 
ducting the sale. The Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom 
have carried forward a case, commenced in the name of the president of 
their society, and the House of Lords have declared that solicitors em- 
ployed to sell property, who do not avail themselves of the provisions of 
the Remuneration Order, to charge for conducting a sale by auction, be- 
come entitled to remuneration according to the existing system as altered 
by Schedule II., except in the cace of professional work, to which Schdule 
I. applies, and for which ascale fee is payable in terms of that schedule. 

Legacy and Succession Duty.—The attention of members is called to the 
effect of the 21st section of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888, 
under the operation of which it is contended that, where legacies are 





| respect it will be worthy of consideration whether wills should not be 


drawa so to make the legacies primarily payable out of the personal estate, 

County Courts Act, 1888.—This Act is oe an incorporating Act, 
The chief alterations in the procedure are as follows :— 

1. Jurisdiction.—Actions for (a) malicious prosecution; (2) relief 
against fraud or mistake up to a pecuniary limit of £500; (c) the de. 
termination of the validity of any devise, bequest, or limitation under any 
will or settlement, may now be brought in the county court. The limit of 
jurisdiction in cases of ejectment, and where the title to any corporeal or 
incorporeal hereditaments is in question, is raised from an annual value of 
£20 to one of £50. A judge of the High Court may now order an action 
of contract, brought in the High Court, to be tried in the county court 
where the claim does not exceed £100, or where it is reduced by payment, 
an admitted set-off, or otherwise, to a sum not exceeding £100. The 
former limit was £50. In all cases of removal of actions from the county 
court to the High Court, at the instance of defendants, the county court 
judge must certify that, in his opinion, some important question of law or 
fact is likely to arise; and, in actions of tort, such removal can now only 
be made where the plaintiff claims a sum exceeding £10, instead of £5, ag 
heretofore. The action of ejectment is excluded from the clause pro- 
hibiting appeals where less than £20 is claimed. 

2. Practice.—(a) A solicitor in the permanent and exclusive employment 
of another solicitor has now a right of audience. (J) Power is given to 
the registrar, on the application of the parties, and by leave of the judge, 
to try any disputed claim uot exceeding £2; and the judge may remit 
any mere matter of account to the registrar. This provision will give the 
judge more time for dealing with the heavier cases. (c) The period 
allowed for giving notice of defence to a default summons is reduced from 
sixteen days to eight days—an alteration which will conduce to the more 
speedy recovery of trade debts. 

3. Oosts.—The following provisions are made as to the costa of actions 
brought in the High Court :— 


Nature of Action. Amount recovered. Costs allowed. 


None. 
County Court Scale, 
None. 
County Court Scale, 


Less than £20. 
£20, but less than £50. 
Less than £10 
£10, but less than £:0. 


If, however, the plaintiff, within twenty-one days after service of the 
writ, or such further time as may be allowed, gets judgment, under 
order 14, for £20 or upwards, he will be entitled to High Court costs; and 
the powers of the High Court or a judge as to certifying for or allowing 
costs remain as before. 

The Land Transfer Bill.—This Bill having been again introduced, the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom asked 
for information as to the time occupied by, and the usual cost of, small 
transactions, and the committee were enabled by the willing co-operation 
of several of the members to furnish a statement which was at the time 
circulated amongst our members. This statement is extensively quoted 
by the president of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom 
in an appendix to his presidential address at Newcastle-on-Tyne. The 
Bill was referred to a celect committee and ultimately dropped. 


CHESTER AND NORTH WALES INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY 


The following are extracts from the report of this society :— 

Members.—The society now numbers sixty-four members. 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881.—Members of the society will, no 
doubt, have noticed that the case, Re Newhould, referred to in the last 
report, has been reversed by the House of Lords. The committee draw 
attention to the recent case, Burd v. Burd, where it was decided that the 
payment of a lump sum to the auctioneer by the client was a commission 
within rule 11 of schedule 1, part 1, of the General Order under the above 
Act. 

District Probate Registrars.—The committee have communicated with the 
Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) upon the subject of agency business 
being undertaken by district probate registrars. A lengthy reply was 
received, from which it appeared that the council of that society had, in 
1880, unsuccessfully endeavoured to induce Sir James Hannen and the 
Lord Chancellor to interfere in the matter. 

Section 60 of the Stamp Act, 1870.—In April last a case was brought 
before the committee, in which a local accountant had prepared a deed of 
assignment to himself as a trustee for creditors. The committee, having 
communicated with the accountant, did not receive any satisfactory 
explanation, and they therefore communicated with the Incorporated 
Law Society (U.K ), who laid the matter before the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue, the act complained of being an infringement of section 
60 of the Stamp Act, 1870. The commissioners fined the accountant in 
the mitigated penalty of £10. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the directors held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 7th inst., the following being present—viz. : 
Messrs. Sidney Smith (chairman), Desborough, Gregory, Hedger, Lucas, 
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Nisbet, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary), a grant of £10 was made to the | Lane v Nesham North, J. 13 August 
widow of a non-member, and the ordinary general business was trans- | Imperial Property Investment Co ld v Grant Stirling, J. 15 ,, 
acted. Societe Generale de Paris v Colladon North, J. 16 ,, 

sae Turner v Giddy og - ws 
sang LE aonag &c., of — Coll., Cam. re 1S os 
: ’ arner v Wa atts v Warner ’ 20 ’ 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. Stuart v Diplock Bros. ; ~Aiaed 
LAW SIUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, Orick v Wellstead ”» 27 
Law Sruvents’ Denatint_Socrery.—Feb. 26.—Mr. T. Douglas in the en Comsetitnted Geet, So, Ore Stirling, J. 27 
chair.—The debate—‘‘ That itis undesirable to make any alteration in| p, Thomas, Hewlett v Hooper North} ro 
the law of divorce ’—was opened by Mr. Prest White. He was supported | p, Thompson Kendal v Geerill — ak 
by Messrs. Pattinson, Watson, and Parker, and opposed by Messrs. | Koclesiastical ‘Oomanissioness for Haat d si + 
Thorpe, Windsor, Harcourt, jun., Berry, and Dixon. Mr. Prest White Bridger ae v Stirling, J. 198 be 
replied, and on the motion being put to the society it was lost by eight Sargent v Whitchouse a 24 oo 
votes. ” = 
March 5,—Mr. E. Todd in the chair.—The debate—“ That this society | ove." Barrow, Barrow v Mote " 5 
disapproves of the policy of her Majesty’s Government ’’—was opened by Hetherington v Crooke id 26 " 
Dr. Bateman Napier. He was supported by Messrs. Nimmo, Foden, Morrison v Price ” 27 ad 
Pattinson, and Squire, and opposed by Messrs. Bodilly, Kuott, and | parr y (Brien “3 oo 
Windsor. Mr. Blagg replied for Dr. Napier, and on the motion being put | Warren v Jackson . 31 “9 


to the acciety it was rejected. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE,.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Orver or Court. 
Monday, the 4th day of March, 1889. 


Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. J ustice 
North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich respectively, it is 
expedient that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. Justice North and 
Mr. Justice Stirling should for the purpose only of hearing or of trial 
be transferred to Mr. Justice Kekewich ; Now I, the Right Honourable 
Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth in 
the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice 
North and Mr. Justice Stirling to Mr. Justice Kekewich, for the purpose 
only of hearing or of trial and be marked in the cause books accordingly. 
And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several 
offices of the Chancery Division of the High Oourt of Justice. 

[In place of the two schedules to the order we give the causes as arranged 
for trial before Mr. Justice Kekewich. ] 


1888. 





Fowle v Clarke 

Howard v Houghton 

Farmer v Francom 

Thomas v London & Provincial Bank ld 
Hop Bitters Co v Prosser 


” 
North, J. 


Stirling, J. 


) 

6 
9 
16 


” 
1 November 
i 


” 
” 
” 
” 


Re Bennett, Ridgate v Black " 16 a 
Schmitz v Welborne os 19 Ne 
Thomas v Smith a 21 ” 
Taylor v Hawkins North, J. 24 ad 
Beardsworth v Poupard se 24 ” 
Savile v Hamby Mountain Gold Mines 1d es 24 ” 
Sachs v Spielman A 26 ” 
Reynolds v Reynolds Stirling, J. 27 ° 
Turner v Rogers North, J. 28 ” 
Scott v Scott i 29 = 
Municipal Permanent Building Society v 

Richards Stirling, J. 29 * 
Scott v Clutton North, J. 30 


Bartlett v Temple Chambers ld 


Stirling, J. 


” 
3 December 


Harris vy Tubb North, J. 19 April 
lles v Callis i. 5 May 
Lilburn v Greenwich Ferry Co ld Stirling, J, 19 June 
Tomlin v Luce = i 
Sloggett v Higman North, J. 19 ,, 
Alston v Greenway Stirling, J. 20 ,, 
Kavanagh v Vavasour North, J. 22 ,, 
Re Fullford, Fullford v Bickley ee - «@ 
Strong v Stringer 99 28 5, 
Aldam v Browne me 30 ,, 
Clabon v Carter Stirling, J. 3 July 
Cooke v Carter es SD # 
Crosse v Morgan North, J. 5 
Tolson v Fothergill ” 7 os 
Rowe v Heaver Stirling, J. 7 ,, 
Bird vy Thompson North, J. 9 », 
Davies v Stanford ‘ 12 ;; 
Pratt v Simpson a 13 5, 
Brandon v Noah e Mm «a 
Bailey v Didcot: &c Railway Co Stirling, J. 14 ,, 
Re Bosworth, Martin v Lamb North, J. 16 ,, 
a ape Impt Comrs v Straker Stirling, J. 16 ,, 
Marshall v Bailey North, J 17 45 
Burroughs v Wellcome Stirling, J. 17 ,, 
Wright v Charters Towers Mine Co North, J  . 
Tahourdin v Bruce ” 20 » 
Hobbins v Dunning ” 21 4 
Langford v Cohen ” 24 4 
Weed v Ward 7 25 5 
Re Hitchcock, Wheeler v Hitchcock Stirling, J. 26 ,, 
Re Chamberlayne, Arnold v Chamberlayne North,J. 28 ,, 
Hewitt vy Brown = 
Hurtige y Lehmann ” 28 4, 
Re Heath, Duffins v Smith Stirling, J. 30 ,, 
Re E. Cross, Cross v Cross North, J a 
Cavendish v Litson Pa a a 
ee 7 August 


Gregory v Endean 
ty wg Gregory v Endean 


3 Feb. (1889) 


Carnegey v Dodds Stirling, J. 8 August 
Harrison v Hughes North, J. , «@ 
Re Marshall, Marshall v Yates ” 9 
Palazzi v Venezuela, &c, Co Stirling, J. 9 ,, 
Humphage v Ohesters Brewery Oo North,J. 10 ,, 
Morris vy Knapp Stirling, J. 10 ,, 
Re C. Martin, Jardine v Jardine ” 10 5, 
Bryant v Burton : ” ll 


Walton v Carpenter North, J. 4 - 
Churcher v Martin Stirling, J. 4 ‘a 
Re Frost, Frost v Booth x 6 neh 
Hatton v Present se 6 io 
Re Pride, Shackell v Colnett « 6 “ 
Plant v Parker - 1% ne 
Maw v Oorah af 15 ae 
Benham v Peckham as 18 “e 
Waugh v Seaward & anr ie 19 “ 
Woods & anr v Lines ‘ 19 ‘ 
Bragg v Weinberg & Co ld North, J. 20 ‘6 


Lennox v Dierdon & Co 

Re Deacon, Deacon v Jones 

Last v City of London, &c, Bank, City of 
London, &c, Bank v Last 


Stirling, J. 21 a 


~ 
” ” 


9? 
” os ” 


Butcher v Nash ss 31 ¥6 
1889. 

Evans v Evans 99 4 January 

Re Robinson, Robinson v Adams 99 5 


a ” 
Hatsnury, CO. 

N.B.—Parties concerned in cases in the above transfer list must be 
ready for trial before Mr. Justice Kekewich on and after Tuesday, 19th 
March. Actions not ready for trial in their turn will be placed in a 
deferred list and not taken until all the others have been disposed of. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Tuomas Sreecuty, barrister, registrar of the City of London Court, 
died at Budleigh Salterton, Devonshire, where he had gone for the bene- 
fit of his health, on the 15th ult, Mr. Speechly was the eldest son of 
Mr. William Kelfull Speechly, of Whittlesey, Cambridgeshire, and was 
born in 1835. He was articled to the late Mr. William Daniel Gaches, of 
Peterborough, and he was admitted a solicitor in 1858. Having been for 
some time a clerk in the office of Messrs. Kingsford & Dorman, of Essex- 
street, he went into partnership with Mr. Henry Nethersole, in New-inn. 
In 1871 he was appointed deputy-registrar, and in the following year he 
became registrar, of the City of London Court. In July, 1878, he was 
called to the bar at Gray’s-inn. He was buried at Whittlesey on the 20th 
ult, In the City of London Court on the 16th ult. Mr. Commissioner 
Kerr said :—‘‘ Those members of the legal profession who are present will 
learn with great regret of the death of our respected registrar, Mr. 
Speechly, which took place yesterday in Devonshire, where he had gone 
for the benefit of his health. I am perfectly sure that everyone will 
appreciate the great loss of a valuable officer, and the members of the pro- 
fession will especially regret it, because in all their communications with 
him he was always a model of courtesy, and especially anxious and ready 
to aseist them in every way, and give them every explauation they could 
possibly wish. It is not only a great loss to the court, but to the officers 
of the court, who could, whenever necessary, apply to him for advice and 





assistance, which he was only too happy to give. Iam quite at a loss for 
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words to adequately express my sense of the great Joss which I have per- 
sonally sustained.” 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Lewis CuaAtmers Lockuart, solicitor, of Hexham, has been 
appointed Registrar of the Hexham County Court (Circuit No. 1), in 
succession to the late Mr. Henry Stokoe. Mr. Lockhart was admitted a 
solicitor in 1869. 

Mr. Cuarres Krrny, jun., solicitor, of Harrogate and Knaresborough, 
has been elected an alderman in the West Riding of Yorkshire County 
Council. Mr. Kirby was admitted a solicitor in 1862. 

Mr. Hven Garven Setn Situ, barrister, who has been appointed 
Chief Judge of the Native Lands Court in New Zealand, is the second 
son of Mr. John Smith, of Silvermere, Surrey, and was born in 1849. 
He was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, and he was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1873. 
years judge of the District Court at Auckland. 

Mr. Artuur Venantes Kyrke, solicitor (of the firm of Canning & 
Kyrke), of Chard and Axminster, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Joun Rontnson Fryer, solicitor and notary, of West Hartlepool 
and Bedale, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Epwarp Quvecketr Loven, solicitor, of Langport, has been 
appointed Deputy-Coroner for the South-Eastern Division of Somerset- 
shire. Mr. Louch was admitted a solicitor in 1881. He isin partnership 
with his father, Mr. John Louch, who is registrar of the Langport 
County Court, and clerk to the Langport Board of Guardians, the 
Langport Highway Board, and the Langport School Board. 

Mr. Epwrn Cuapwick, barrister, C.B., has been created a Civil Knight 
Grand Cross of the Order of the Bath. Sir E. Chadwick is the eldest con 
of Mr. James Chadwick, of Exeter. He was born in 1800, and he was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1830. He 
acted as a Poor Law Commissioner in 1833, and in the following year he 
became secretary to the Poor Law Board. He was a commissioner of the 
General Board of Health from 1848 till 1855, and he was created a Civil 
Companion of the Order of the Bath in 1848. 

Sir ALEXANDER Epwarp Mrrzzr, Q C., who has been appointed a Master 
in Lunacy, in succession to the late Mr. William Norris Nicholson, is the 
only son of Mr, Alexander Miller, of Ballycastle, Antrim, and was born in 
1828. He was educated at the Trinity College, Dublin, where he pro- 
ceeded to the degree of LL.D. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn 
in Michaelmas Term, 1854, when he obtained an open studentship. He 
became a Queen’s Counrel in 1872. He was appointed legal member of 
the Railway Commission in 1877, avd he recently received the honour of 
knignthood on the abolition of that office. Sir A. Miller is a bencher of 
Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. W. ALEXANDER Cotyrr, solicitor, of New-inn-chambers, 41, Wych- 
strect, Strand, and of 3, Lyndhurst-place, Peckham-road, Surrey, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Freprerick Joun Littie, solicitor, of 16, Argyll-street, Regent- 
strect, London, and of East Moulsey, Surrey, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Joun Vernon Tuomas Lanper, solicitor, of Wellington, Salop, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
DissOLUTIONS, 

Joun Epwin Craven and Jonn Artuur Incuam, Jun., solicitors (Craven 
& Ingham), Todmorden, Lancashire. Feb. 20. The practice will be 
continued by John Edwin Craven. [ Gazette, Feb, 26.] 

Epwin Atrrep Pang and James West Jones, solicitors (Tennant, Paine, 
& Jones), Hanley, Staffordshire. Feb. 14. 

Joun Ricwarps Ricuarps and Tuomas Wrt1iAM 
(Richards & James), Swansea. March 1. 


JAMES, solicitors 
[ Gazette, March 5 | 


GENERAL. 

In coneequence of an attack of gout in the foot, from which Mr. Baron 
Huddleston has been suffering for the last few days, his lordship has 
required to be carried to his brougham in a chair. On Wednesday, while 
descending the stairs, the chair broke, and the learned judge fell upon his 
face, which was badly bruised. Notwithstanding the injury and the 
severe shaking sustained, his lordship persisted in his intention to join 
Mr. Justice Manisty, with whom he sat to form a divisional court the 
whole of the day. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Kay. 

Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson 
ard Carrington 

Pemberton Jackson 
Ward Carrington 

Pemberton Jackson 
Ward Carrington 


Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. 
Mr. Koe 
Clowes 
Koe 
Clowes 
Koe 
Clowes 


Date. 
sonday, March.... 
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Beeescnedh Si 


——. 


Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. 
Mr. Rolt 
Godfrey 
Rolt 
Godfrey 
Rolt 
Godfrey 


Mr. Justice 
NORTH, 

Monday, March .. Mr. Beal 
Tuesday ....... ve Leac 
Wednesda Beal 
Thursday . Leach 
friday Beal 
Saturday .......ccccvve Leach 


Mr. Justice 

KEKEWICH, 
Mr. Pugh 
Lavie 
Pugh 
Lavie 
Pugh 
vie 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY. March 1. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 

Urrer TRENT NAVIGATION Co., LiMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 3%, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Julius Wilson Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch st. Friday, 
April 12, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims 

CouUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

SABDEN WEAVING Co, LimiTgeD.—Petn for winding up, presented Ieb 28, directed 
to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor at the Assrize Courts, Stranzeways, 
Manchester, on Monday, March 11, at 10.30. Addleshaw & Warburton, Man. 
chester, solors for petner , 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

OHANDOS FRIENDLY SocieEry, Bird in Hand, 17, Long Acre. Feb 26 

PEMBROKE Dock WIDOW AND ORPHANS’ BENEFIT SOCIETY, British Schoolrocm, 
Pembroke Dock. Feb 26 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BItiiree STRERT Orrices Co., LimITED.—By an order made by North, J., dated 
Keb 93, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Grover & Humphreys, 
King’s Bench walk, Temple, solors for petners 

BRITISH AND FOREIGN EcLipsE BUTTON Co., LIMITED —Creditors are required, 
on or before April 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Mr. Ernest Henry Collins. 194, Coleman st. Monday, 
April 15, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims 

CAPE CENTRAL RAILWays, LIMITED.—Chitty, J., has fixed Thursday, March 14, 
at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

EsrvELA LAND AND CATTLE Co., LIMITED.—By an order made by Chitty. J., 
dated Feb 2). it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company bs 
continued. Trinders & Co., Cornhill, solors for petner 

Hutt TALLOW REFINING Co , LIMITED.—Stirling, J., has fixed Thursday, March 
14, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official pre 

STAFFORD & Guy, LimITED.—Stirling, J., has, by an order dated Feb 14, appointed 
Mr. Charles Lee Nichols, 1, Queen Victoria st, to be official liquidator 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

MILES, WILLIAMS, & Co., Lru1rED.—Creditors are required, on or before March 
28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to David Gibson, 1, South John st, Liverpool. Tuesday, April 9, at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and cla‘ms 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY. March 1. 
BovurpDILLon, THomMAS, Horkesley Hall, Essex, Esq. March 28. 
dillon, Chitty, J. Bennett, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
CLARK, WILLIAM, Bristol, Provision Merchant. March 26, Fawcett v Pethick, 
Chitty, J. Daubeny & Mcad, King’s Bench walk, Temple 


Wright v Bour- 


—— ae 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 19. 
BANKS, JAMES, Chorley, Gent. March14. Morris, Chorley 
BAWDEN, WILLIAM, Heaton Chapel, Lancaster, Civil Engineer. 
Lowndes, Manchester 
BENSON, CHRISTOPHER, St Cuthbert’s, Carlisle, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Benson, Cockermouth _ ; 
Bonar, WILLIAM, Sussex villas, Kensington, late Secretary to General Ship- 
owners’ Society. Aprili. Lee & Co, St Paul’s churchyard 
BRICKWELL, JAMES, Hertford, Opholster. March 29. pence & Co, Hertford 


BRYANT, EDWARD ERNEsT,,Lansdown, Bath, Esq. March 30. Inman & Co, 


ath 
Baries, FREDERICK CARKEET, Leatherhead. Wilson & Co, Copthall 
jNdngs 
Butiock, HENRY, East Keswick, nr Leeds, Farmer. 
BURNELL, BLOMFIELD, Fenchurch bldngs, Solicitor. 
ct chmbrs, Old Jewry 


Busu, WILLIAM JonN, Bishopsgate, Gent. March 18, Webb & Sons, Barbican 
cbbrs, Aldersgate 


CLARK, JAMES MASiIN, Cheltenham, Solicitor. March19. Gale, Cheltenham 


COLLARD, JOHN, Hollingsworth st, Holloway, Gent. April 38. Mills & Co, 
Brunswick pl, City rd 
COOPER, EDITH CASSANDRA, Folkestone. March 23. Peake & Co., Bedford row 


Pearse, Gemens, Cambridge, Solicitor. March 25, Field & Co,, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 
| GRAHAM, JOHN, Birmingham, Travelling Draper. March 2. Buller & Co., Bir- 
mingham 
ELIZABETH, Feltham. Aprili. Peake, New inn, Strand 
HAMPSON, LANGHO JOSEPH, Lancaster, Farmer, March7. L. & W. Wilkinson, 


HAMILTON, 
Blackburn 
Horton, JoHN, Frome Selweod, Somerset, Clerk in Holy Orders. March 31. 
March 20. Barrell & 


March 16. 
March 19. 


April 4, 


Apiili. Simpson, Leeds 
Aprili. Vickery, Church 





Collins & Hart, Trowbridge 

HOUGHTON, EDWARD PIERCE, Liverpool, Wine Merchant. 
Co, Liverpool 

HUNT. WALTER SAMUEL, Wanborough, Wilts, Farmer. Marchi1é. Kianier & 
Tombs, Swindon, Wilts 

JINKS, ALFRED, Brighton, Railway Clerk. March 16. 
Chancery lane 

JONES. JOHN, Northmoor, Oxtord, Grocer. 

| alston 


Leefe & Leefe, Quality ct, 





March 18, Jones, Norfolk rd, 
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LocKING, JOSEPH AGAR, Kingston upon Hull, Surgeon. April 16, Tenney & Co’ 
li 


u 

MERCER, FRANCIS JOHN, Erith, Kent, Esq. April 6. Parish & Hickson, St 
Swithbin’s lane : 

MURTON, ne Addison rd, Kensington. March 20. Batten & Co, Great 
George 8 

O'RYAN, HANNAH, Grove ter, Wandsworth. March 18. Ward & McKay, 
Nicholas lane, E.C. 

PALMER, MARGARET, Welbeck st, Cavendish sq. March 20. Worrell, Coleman 
street 


picc, JoHN, Corbridge, Northumberland, Draper. Feb 25, L.C. & H. F. Lock- 
hart, Hexham 
ScoTT, ISABELLA, Sheflield. April 30. Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 


ScoTT, SARAH, Sheffield. April 30. Burdekin & Co, Sheftield 


SuitH, MARY ANN, New Swindon, Wilts. March 16. Kinneir & Tombs, Swindon | 


Torman.. F i em Middleham, Yorks, Esq. April 1. Burrill & Maughan, 

Middlehain 

TRoTTER, Licut-Col Henry JOHN, Temple, Barrister atlaw. Marchi6. Henry 
H. Trotter, Stockton on Tees 

ULYEAT, WILLIAM, Blackpool, Gent, March 21. Read, Blaekpool 


VEGA, J’ eee DE LA, Carthagena, Spain. March 21. Barrington & Son, Ely pl, | 
Dublin 


VincENT, ANNE FREDERIQUE, Casterton, Westmorland. April 1. Pearson & 
Pearson, Kirkby Lonsdale 
WILLIS, — HENBIETTA, Southsea. March 30. Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, 
tran 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb, 22. 
ALLEN, EDWARD, Tranmere, Chester, Gent. April6. Pride, Liverpool 


BARNETT, HENRY MARE, Newcastle upon Tyne, Artist in Stained Glass. April 16 
Cockcroft & Co, Newcastle upon ane 
BENSON, CHRISTOPHER, St Cuthbert’s, Carlisle, Clerk in Holy Orders. March 19. 
Benson, Cockermouth 
Brut, ANNE Goss, Plymouth, April 7. 
st, Devonport 
Bowness, Capt JOSHUA JAMES, Harwich. March 26. Belfrage & Co, John st, 
Bedford row 
BUTTERWORTH, JOSEPH, Tokenhouse yd, Stockbroker. April13. Lindsay & Co, 
Rasinghall st 
Capron, JOHN RAND, Guildford, Solicitor. March 30. 
Guildford 
Cansem, wanes ANNE, Prestwich, nr Manchester. April 12, Mason & Grierson, 
iverpoo 
CHAPMAN, JOHN, Clifton rd, Camden sq, Surgeon. March 19. Lane & Co, 
Queen Victoria st 
ey om Lam, Lower Kennington lane, General Dealer. April 2, Foster, 
dersno | 
CHURCHILL, RICHARD CLAYDON, Deddiogton, Oxford, Blacksmith. March 19. | 
Coggins, Deddington | 
DAVIDSON, U'HARLES, Cassland rd, Hackney, Doctor. April 11. Hollams & Co., 
incing lane, London 
DINGLEY, JAMES, Fitzroy eq. Picture Dealer. March 25. Boydell, South sq 


EXxteY, JOHN, Nelson, Lancaster, Schoolmaster. April 30. Hartley, Nelson 


Eyre, HENRY JOSEPH MARIE, Pau, France, Esy. March 12. Few & Co, Surrey | 
st, Strand 


Thomas Pinsent Horton, Market | 


Capron & Sparkes, | 


’ Fourm, Gases, Kemble st, Drury lane. [March 25. Button & Co, Henrietta st, 
oven en 
FowLgsk, SARAH, Kemble st, Drury lane. March 25. Button & Co, Henrietta st, 
Covent garden 
| FRancis, Tuomas, Erith, Kent, Gent. April2i. Woods, Brighton 
| HAYMAN, WILLIAM Epwarp, Tunbridge, Clerk in H aly Orders. March 20. 
Ravenscroft & Co, John st, Bedford row 
| HEATON, WILLIAM, Wigan. Aprili7. Johnson, Wigan 
HENRY, MICHAEL JOSEPHS, Mi!son rd, West Kensington. March 31. Spyer & 
Son, New Broad st 
HowWDON, JOHN, Waterloo, Lancaster. May1. Harrison, Liverpool 
| HOWLETT, FRANCIS, King’s Lynn. March 30. Wilkinson, Bedford st, Covent 
garcen 
HvuBBLE, REUBEN, Loampit vale, Lewisham, Builder. March 31. Laidman, 
Serjeants’ inn, ‘Lemple 
KELSEY, CATHERINE, Camden rd, March 25. Kelsey, Finsbury pavement 
K1nG, JOHN, Leeds, Butcher. March 30. Harland & Ingham, Leeds 


LAMBERT, WILLIAM, Inuer Temple, Barrister-at-Law. April 1. Noble, Lendal, 


— we Beccles, fuffolk, Gent. March 25. Fiske, Beccles 

LIDDELL, GEORGE WILLIAM, Sutton, Yorks. March 31. Rollit & Sons, Mark lane 

McDOWALL, MARGARET, Castleford, Yorks, April8. Phillips, Castleford 

ee pus, Marylebone rd, Gent. April 8 Barker, Union ct, Old 

OWDEN, Sir ‘THOMAS SCAMBLER, Mulgrave Houre, Sutton, Surrey, Alderman. 
arch 18, Hopgood & Dowson, Whitehall pl 


Pym, Rev. CHARLES MELVILLE, Cherry Burton, Yorks, Olerk in Holy Orders, 
April8&. Kobinson & Son, Beverley 
Rok, WILLIAM, West Hartlepool. Marchi. Todd & Harrison, West Hartlepool 


SLACK, MARIANNE ELLEN, Eastbourne. March 30. Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 


| SMITH, GEORGE, Strand, Saddler. April2. Badham & Williams, Salters’ hall ct, 


Cannon st 
SmirH, HENRY WILLIAM, Warrington crescent, Maida vale, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. April 8. Burgoynes & Co, Oxford st 
Procter & Bald- 


SmitH, JOHN JEREMIAH, Burnley, Chemist, March 20. 
win, Burnley 
TOMLIN, MARy ANN, Chesham, Bucks. May 4. Francis & How, Chesham 


| WATERS, rae, Arminghall, Norfolk, Gent, March 19. Preston & Son, 


orwich 

WILLCOCKS, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Queen’s rd, Finsbury pk, J.P. Aprils. Shep- 
heards, Finsbury circus 

WILLIS, WILLIAM VALIANT, York, Esq. March 20. Walker & Co, Gresham 
bidgs, Basinghall st 








WAENING TO INTENDING House PurcuasErs & LEsSEES.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house have‘ heSanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert 
from ‘Lhe Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation UVo., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ ADVT. } 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gasette—FRIDAY, March 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLISON, WILLIAM GEORGE, Beaconsfield rd, New 
Southgate, Meat Salesman High Court l’et Jan 
4 Ord Feb 25 

BAINBRIDGE, RICHARD BOUSFIELD, Manchester, 
| ee Lessee Manchester Pet Feb12 Ord 

‘eb 27 

Baker, MA&yY, Lutterworth, Leicester, Baker 
Leicester Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

BAXTER, SYDNEY, New Swindon, Clothier Swindon 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

BECKTON, JOHN, Torrington sq, Private Tutor High 
Court Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

BEDFORD, JOHN, Atherstone, Warwick, Beerseller 
Birmingham Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 26 


BELLOC, ELIZABETH RAYNER, Slindon, Sussex, Widow | 


Brighton Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 27 

BRASEBY, JOSEPH, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, Grocer 
Nottingham Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Brett, Tom TownsLzEy, Lincoln, Clothier Lincoln 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

BRICE, JOHN, Leicester, Butcher Leicester Pet Feb 
25 Ord Feb 25 

BRIER, CHARLES WILLIAM, Dewsbury, Contractor 
Dewsbury Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 26 

BuntTInG, THOMAS, and GEORGE SKIDMORE, Tadding- 
ton. nr Bakewell, Derbyshire Derby Pet Feb 22 
Ord Feb 22 

BurbDIs, WILLIAM Davin, Newton le Willows, Lancs, 
Paper Stock Merchant Waniogton Pet Jan 25 
Ord Feb 21 

CORNISH, WILLIAM, Halesworth, Suffolk, Blacksmith 
Great Yarmovth Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Dabsk, WILLIAM, Salford, Estate Agent Salford 

_ PetNov 20 Ord Feb 27 

FELce, EBENEZER, Kettering, Northamptonshire, 

Shoe Manufacturer Northampton Pet Feb 26 
_ Ord Feb 26 

GALLENGA, Guy Harpwin, Aldershot, Captain 
Guildford and Godalming Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 26 

HADFIELD, Isaac, Nottingham, Baker Nottingham 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb “6 


TALLAM, JOSEPH, Sheffield, Hackle Pin Manufacturer | 


Sheffield Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

HARLAND, JOHN, Seamer, Yorks, no occupation 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 
26 Ord Feb 26 

HARRISON, GEORGE ROBINSON, Guisborough, Yorks, 
out of business Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 

Hankowgk, THoMAS GORDON, Liverpool, Merchant 
Liverpool Pet Febit Ord Feb 26 
AVENS, WILLIAM, Heavitree, Devon, 
Victualler Exeter Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


é, 


Hitt, Tom HERBERT, and Epwin Hinp. Sheflield, 
Plumbers Sheffield Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 26 
HOARE, MARY ANNE, Southsea, Bookseller Ports- 

mouth Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 : 
Horn, JOHN, Linton on Wharfe, Yorks, Farmer 
York Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 
How, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Norfolk rd, Dalston, 
Piinter High Court Pet Feb2i Ord Feb 27 
Hunp, Hvao, Milton st, Foreign Agent High Court 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 27 
HUTCHINSON, WILLIAM, West Hockley, Warwick- 
shire, Boot Dealer Birmingham Pet Feb 25 Ord 


F 

JAMES, JOHN THOMAS, Llanbadarnfawr, Cardigan- 
shire, Farmer’s Son Aberystwith Pet Feb 27 
Ord Feb 27 = 

JOHNSEN, MICKAELIUS TANGEN, Hull, Fish Merchant 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 | 

LAWRENCE, CHARLES LENDEN, Hereford, Joiner 
Hereford Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

LISENDEN, ROBEBT RICHARD, Chorlton cum Hardy, 
Lancs, Masonic Jeweller’s Salesman Salford Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 : ? 

LockHakT, EpGar, Kenilworth, Warwickshire, late 
eyed Agent Warwick Pet Feb 2 Ord 

‘eb 25 

LOVATT, ALFRED, Uttoxeter, Staffordshire, Butcher 
Burton on ‘Irent Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 | 

MASON, JOHN, pavement. Cheshire, Builder Birken- 
head Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 


McCONNAL, ALLEN, Appleby, Chemist Kendal Pet | 


Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Metcatr, THOMAS, JOHN METCALF, GEORGE MET- 
CALF, and JOSEPH METCALF, Slingsby, Yorks, 
Farmers Scarborough Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 


27 

MILLER, JAMES, Smallshaw, Ashton under Lyne, 
4 Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb 25 Ord 
‘eb 25 


MILNER, THOMAS, Dewsbury, Ale Merchant Dews- | 


bury Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

MITCHELL, WILLIAM, and JOHN MITCHELL, Horticld, 
— Farmers Bristol Pet Feb 26 Ord 
‘eb 26 

Monks, THomaAS Hovkryson, Wigan, Pawnbroker 
Wigan Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 : 

MorGan, JAMES Tuomas, St. Dunstan’s Hill, Fish 
Salesman High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 


25 
MorGAN, JAMES THOMAS, THOMAS GOWLAND Moraan, 
and HENRY Moran, Gorleston, Sutfolk, Smack- 
owners Great Yarmouth Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 26 
MowLemM, JoHN Daviks, Dorchester, Pravision 
Dealer Dorchester Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 ss 
NICHOLSON, IsAAc JAMES, Silloth, Cumberland, Coal 
Merchant Uarlisle Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


Licensed | PARKER. JAMES, Burton on Trent, Builder Burton 
on Trent Pet Febi2 Ord Feb 25 } 


PARROTT, JALBEZ, Ashton under Lyne, Greengrocer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 27% 
PATTERSON, ADAM, Bridgend, (Glam. Travelling 

Draper Cardiff Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 


PAYNE, WILLIAM, Me yO Worcestershire, Shop- 
keeper Oldbu Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

RIicHeEr, THomas, Walthamstow, Baker High Court 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 


Scot, JOHN, Silloth, Cumberland, Ironmonger Car- 
lisie Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

SIDDALL, WILLIAM Faraow, Vartry rd, Stamford 
1ill, Clerk of Works Cardiff Pet Feb26 Ord 


b 26 

| SmirH, Francis, Fetter lane, Fishmonger High 
Court Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

SmiruH, SARAH, St Margaret’s, Twickenham, School- 
mistress Brentford PetJan2 Ord Feb 26 

SPiInKs, EDWARD, Honing, Norfolk, Fowl Dealer 
Norwich Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Swirt, Robert, Wombwell Main, Barnsley, \ orks, 
Butcher Barnsley Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

| Watson, HENRY, Chickerley Jane, nr Dewsbury, 
Plumber Dewsbury Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

WEBSTER, GEORGE, Greenheys, Manchester, Com- 
noes Traveller Manchester Pet Feb 26 Ord 
‘eb 26 

WutTTLe, Davip, Sale, Cheshire, Calico Printer 
Manchester Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Woop, Josn, Thorpe on the Hill, Lincs, Farmer 

Lincoln Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Yates, WILLIAM, Salford, Estate Agent Salford 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 27 4 

YounG, ALFRED, Wellingborough, Northampton- 
shire, Shoe Factor orthampton Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLISON, FREDERICK BALINTON, Stockton on Tees, 
Auctioneer March 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, Albert 
rd, Middlesborough 

Barry, CHRISTOPHER, Crossfield rd, Hampstead, 
Gent March 8atii 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 

BLAXTER, JAMES, Heigham, orwich, Plumber 
March 9 at 11.20 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

BowEs, EBNEST WILLIAM, Leatherhead, Ironmonger 
March 8 at 4.30 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

Brice, JouN, Leicester, Butcher March 12 at 12.30 
Off 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

BuckteR. THoMAS WARR, Southampton st, Strand, 
Solicitor March § at 12 33, Carey st, Liacoln’s 


inn 
BULMAN, WILLIAM, Redcar, Yorks, Butcher March 
14at11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
BUNTING, THOMAS, and GEORGE SKIDMORE, Tadding- 
ton, nr Bakewell, Derbyshire, Farmers March 
at 1.30 Rutland Arms Hotel, Bakewell 
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Burpis, W1LLtAM Davin, Newton le Willows, Lancs, 
Paper Stock Merchant March 15 at 11.15 Court 
house, Upper Bank st, Warrington 

BURR, Jc IAH, Harpenden, Herts, Corn Factor 


March 8 at 11 W. Annesley, soler, Verulam rd, 


St Albans 
Burton, Enocu. Didsbury, Lancs, Butcher March | 
12 at 11 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, | 


Manchester 

Cote, Tuomas, Savernake 
Bailiff March 8 at 11 
Marlborough, Wilts 

Er ton, Ropert, Sheftield, General Draper Mar 9 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheftield 

FRIEND, ABRAHAM, Thirsk, Yorks, Boot Dealer Mar 
18 at12.15 Oourt house, Northallerton 

GARTH, WILLIAM, and HENRY GARTH, Preston, Fur- 
niture Brokers Mar 22 at 12.50 Off Ree, 14, | 
Chapel st, Preston 

Gipps, W A, High st, Poplar, Builder Mar 8 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

GRAYSHAN, JOHN, Stalybridge, Cheshire, Butcher 
Mar 21 at1.45 Townhall, Ashton under Lyne 

HARuEY, Epwarp, Lugwardine, Herefordshire, | 
Farmer Mar 22 at 10.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

HEAVENS, WILLIAM, Heavitree, Devon. Licensed 
Victualler Maritiatit The Castle, Exeter 

HOARE, MARY ANNE, Southsea, Bookseller Mar 12 | 

at 3.30 166, Queen st, Portsea 

Horx, Joun, Linton on Wharfe, Yorks, 
Mar 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, York 

LOCKHART, EpGaAr, Kenilworth, Warwickshire, late 
Brewery Agent Mar 12 at 11.15 Off Rec, 17, | 
Hertford st, Coventry 

MATTHEWS, REUBEN, Ledbury, Herefordshire, 
Builder Mars at11.15 Off Rec, Worcester 

MENNELL, WILLIAM, Wakefield, Tailor Mar 8 at 11 
Off Rec, Bond terr, Wakefield 

MILLER, JAMES, Smallshaw, Ashton under Lyne, 


Forest, Wilts, Warm 
Castle and Ball Hotel, 












Farmer 


Joiner Mar 21 at 2.15 Townhall, Ashton under 
Lyne } 
MOULD, STEPHEN, sep estate, Leatherhead, Iron- 


Mar 8 at4 119, Victoria st, Westminster 
ERNEST WILLIAM BOWES, 
119, Vic- 


monger 

MOULD, STEPHEN. and 
Leatherhead, Ironmongers Mar 8 at 3 
toria st. Westminster 

NEUMANS, HENRI PHILLIP, Scarborough, Artist Mar 
8 at 11.90 Off Ree, 714, Newborough st, Scar- 
borough 

NICHOLSON, ISAAC JAMES, Silloth, C wate rland, Coal 
Merchant Mar 13 at 12 Off Rec, 24, Fisher st, 
Carlisle 

OGDEN, GEORGE, Middlesborough, Innkeeper March 
ltati2 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

PAY, WALTER SAMUEL. Blythe rd, Hammersmith, 
Coin Merchant March 8 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

PHILLIPS, JonNN Putip, Staveley. Derby, Chemist 
March 9 at 11.45 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

PoRTER, JOHN, Hazlehurst, Ashton under Lyne, 
Farmer March 21 at 2 Townhall, Ashton under 


RALru, Northallerton, Yorks, Black- 
March 18 at 12,15 Court house, North- 


March 


Lyne 
RAMSDALE, 
smith 
allerton 
ROBERTS, JOSEP, Bradford, Machine Maker 
3ati1 Off Ree. 31, Manor row, Bradford 
NOw.LeyY, HENRY, Chilvers Coton, Warwick, Painter 
March 11 at 12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Cove entry 
{USHTON, HENRY FISHER, Liverpool, Engineer 
March 11 at 3 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Scoit, JoHNn, Silloth, Cumberland, Ironmonger 
March 12 at12 (tf Reo, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
SEARLE, CHARLKS, Tierne y, 70, ’ Streatham bill, Stock 
Jobber Mz ek 1i at 119, Victoria st, West 
minster 
E KIDMORE, GEORGE (sep estate), Taddington, Farmer 
March 8at2 Rutland Arn 8 He tel, takeweil 
SLATER, JOHN, Plowden Barrister at 
Law March8 at 2.30 ; 1 , Lincoln’ 4 = 
FMITH, FREDERICK, Heigham, NS rwich, Baker 
March ati2 Off Kee, 8, King st, Norwich 
SPINKs, EDWARD, Hoving,, —— Fowl Dealer 
March%at1 Off Rec. » Norwit h 
THOMAS, GEORGE HUBERT, Goody t, Agent of the 
Cassiobury Saw Mil!s March § at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
TILLOTSON, SEPTIMUS Brown, Habergham, nr Burn- 
ley, Chemist March 19 at 1.39 County Ct house, 
Blackburn 
Tyson, THOMAS, 
90), Building Contractors 
tec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 





and JOHN CLOSE WILLIAMS, Liver- 
March 12 at 2 Ott 


Warring, Josep, Burmantotts, Leeds, Slater March | 


llatil Oft Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
WALSHAW, GEORGE, Barnsley, Grocer March 14 at 10 
Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, Barnsley 
Watts, GEORGE, Watford, Herts, Hosier March 
at 11.30 W. Annesley, Solicitor, Verulam rd, &t. 
Albans 


WuLDING, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Arthur rd, Holloway 


Physician March § at 2.30 Law Society’s Rooms, , 


‘Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 

WREN, CHARLES, Hadlow Down, Sussex, out of busi- 
ness March 8 at 3 MessrsCole & Carr, Seaside rd, 
Eastbourne 

ADJUDICATIONS, 

AUSTIN, GEORGE, Hastings, Builder 
Keb 5 Ore i Fel » 25 

BALLs, EyMUND ARTHUR, Leighton Buzzard, Bedford- 
shire, Gent Luton Pet Jan 16 Ord Feb 26 

BARTON, WILLIAM WALTER, Wolverh: ampton, Baker 
Wolveihampton Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 26 


Hastings Tct 


BRASEBY, JOSEPH, Hucknall Zorkese, Notts, Grocer | 


Notting ham Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 


BrEit, Tom Townsigy, Lincoln, Clothier Lincoln | 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 25 | 
BRICE, JOHN, Leicester, Butcher Leicester Pet Feb 


23 Ord Feb 25 
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BuntinG, THOMAS, and GEORGE SKIDMORE, Tadding- [ 
’ kK ) s { rs erD eum " 
Tt Eg ae llacamaaliataiel RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Corsisu, WILLIAM. Halesworth, Suffolk, Blacksmith | ASPLEN, WILLIAM, Girton, Cambs, Market Gardener 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 Camt ridge Pet March 2 Ord March 2 
Coorgk, CLEMENT, Stoke upon Trent, Commission | BARTHOLOMEW, Many, King’s rd, Chelsea, Builder 
Agent Stokeupon Trent Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 26 High Court Pet March2 Ord March 2 
DENISON, BENJAMIN, FEastrington, Yorks, Signalman | Beck, ERNEST LEWIS, Hastings, China “Merchant 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2 } Hastings Pet March 1 Ord March 1 
| Beck, HENRY JAMES, and HENRY Hooron, North. 
Dygr, Harry, Broughton, nr Stockbridge, Black | ampton, Shoe Manuf ac turers Northampton Pet 
{ 
) 


London encspeainai: March 5. 


smith Southampton Pet Feb Ord Feb 25 Marchi Ord March 
. 2 ERENEZE tettering Jor’ ire, } BELT, WILLIAM RyYMER, ‘o raike, Yorks, Brickla: 
FELCE, EbENEZER, Kettering, Northamptonshire, York Pet Feb 28 ‘Ord Feb : 21 ’ yer 


Shoe Manufacturer Northampton Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 26 

GRAYSHAN, JOUN, Stalybridge, ee, Butcher | 
Stalybridge Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 27 | pool 

Nottingham, Baker Nottingham | CALVERT, GEORGE EpMmuND, Hedon in_ Holderness, 


| BRINDLEY, JAMES, Upper Easton, Glos, Comb Manu. 

fac turer Bristol Pet Feb 22 Ord March1 
3URTON, WILLIAM, Birkdale, Lancs, Painter Liver- 
Pet Feb 28. Ord Feb 28 


| ) ELD, ISAAC 
= ie mane, Pee b 26 Yorks, come Kingston on Hull Pet March 2 
am, Jos Sheffie , x fac- Ord March 2 
HALLAM, JOSEPH. Sheffield, Hackle . Tanufac CAMPION, WILLIAM, Ingleby Greenhow, Yorks, 


turer Sheffield Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

HARLAND, JOHN. Seamer, Yorks, of ay occupation 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 
25 Ord Feb 26 

HARRISON, GEORGE ROBINSON, Guisborough, Yorks, | 
out of business Stockton on Tees and Mididles- 
borough Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 

Hit, Tom HERBERT, and Epwin Hinp, Sheffield, 
Plumbers Sheffield Pet Feb 26 Ord Veb 26 

HOARE, MARY ANNE. Southsea, Bookseller Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

HopreEr, RoBERT Scort, Newcastle on Tyne, Solicitor | 
Newcastle on'I'yne Pet Nov2 Ord Feb 27 


JAMES, JOHN ‘THOMAS, Llanbadarntawr, Cari ar ge 
shire. Farmer’s Son Aberystwith Pet Feb 25 | 
Ord Feb 27 

JOHNSEN, MICKAELIUS TANGEN, Hull, Fish Merchant 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 27) Ord Feb 27 | 

Kemp, GRORGE, jun, Margate, Licensed V ‘ete aller 
High Court Pet Dec11 Ord Feb 26 

LISENDEN, Roper Ricard, Chorlton cum Hardy, | 
Lancs, Masonic Jeweller’ $Salesman Salford Pet 

} Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

LocKHART, EpGAn, Kenilworth, Warwickshire, late | 

Lirewery Agent Warwick Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 
| a 


Farmer Stockton oa Tees and Middlesborough 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

CaTCHeOLE, JOHN LAs?, Framsden. Suffolk, Farmer 
Ipswich Pet March 1_Ord March 1 

CLAYDON, GEORGE, West Wratting, Cambs, 

Cambridge Pet March1 Ord March 1 

Guan ALEXANDER GLEN, Cornwall gdns, Kensing- 
ton, Gent High Court Pet Marchi Ord March 

CRUICKSHANK, PET&R, Carlisle, pacereaher Sarees 
Carlisle Pet Keb 28 Ord Feb 28 

DANIELL, THOMAS EDWARD, Wolverhampton, Tailor 
Wolverhampton Pet Feb1s8 Ord Marchi 

| Davies, Joun THomas, Avery row, Grosvenor st, 

Eeg Merchant High Court Pet Marchi Ord 

March 1 

EDMUNDS, WILLIAM, Bishop's Waltham, Nursery. 
man Southampton Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

GRACE, ARTHUR SEPTIMUS, W ag field, Carver Wake- 
field Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Harnis, Moss, Blackpool, Dentist 
March1 Ord March 1 

Hatron, WILLIAM LABAN, Loughborough, Leicester. 
shire, Cattle Dealer Leicester Pet March 2 Ord 
March 2 

HELLYAR, ALFRED, 
Joiner Southampton 


Farmer 


Preston Pet 


Scuthampton, Journeyman 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 


af 

Loni, GEORGE, Bishopston, Glouce yy Corn | Hitt, WitttaM, Haverfordwest, Poulterer Pen- 
Factor Bristol Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 2 | broke Dock Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

MAUGHAN, JOHN, Blackwell House, Carlisle, Farmer | JONES, DAVID CORNELIUS, Swansea, Draper Swansea 
Carlisle Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 26 Pet March1 Ord March 1 


| KENDRICK, WILLIAM, Wrexham, Confectioner Wrex- 


McUonnaL, ALAN, Appleby, Chemist Kendal Pet 
Feb 25 Ord Feb 26 | ham Pet Feb12 Ord Marc 
METCALF, THOMAS, JOHN METCALF, GEORGE METCALF, | LEVISTON, JAMES, Ambleside, Westmoreland, Coach- 
Kendal Pet Marchi Ord March 1 


man 
| Lussy, JoHN WILLIAM, Louth, Lincs, Cattle Dealer 
Gt Grimsby Pet Marchi Ord March 1 
MILLER, HENRY, Barbican, Coffee House Keeper 
High Court Pet Feb18 Ord March 1 
NANGLE, WALTER CHIDWICK, Manson pl, Queen’s 
gate, » Sutones High Court Pet March 2 Ord 
Mare 
OWEN, ag enoaks, Kent, Builder Tunbridge 
a 


ar 1d JOSEPH METCALF, Slingsby, Yorks, Farmers 
carborough Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
MILLER, JAMES, Smallshaw, Ashton under Lyne, 
Facey per Ashton under Kyne Pet eb 25 Ord 
Keb 2 
MILNER, "Toss, Dewsbury, Ale Merchant Dews- 
buty Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 26 
MoNCKTON, FREDERICK EpWARD, Lambeth hill, 
(Queen Victoria st, Paper Merchant High Court 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 27 Vells Pet March2 Ord March 2 
Mon Tuomas Hopxinson, Wigan, Pawnbroker | PILKINGTON, JAMES, Preston, Tobacconist 
| Wig an Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 Pet Feb bs Ord Feb 28 
MorGAaNn, JAMES Tuomas, TuoMas GoWLAND Mok- | PoLtarD, GEORGE, Methley, Yorks, Publican Wake- 
GAN, and HgrNnry MorGAN, Gorleston, Suffolk, tield Pet March1 Ord Marchi 
Smac kowners Great Yarmouth Pet Feb 26 Ord | Porritt, WILLIAM, Bradford, Builder Bradford 
Pet March 2 Ord March 2 
Tutbury, Staffordshire, 


Preston 


6 


Feb 2 
Mt ULLOY, 


| LOGER, Liverpool, Brewer Liverpool Pet | Roperts, WILLIAM MASON, 
} Jan8 Ord Feb 27 | Joiner Burton on Trent Pet March 2 Ord 
NEWTON, GEORGE, Newcastle upon Tyne, Surgeon | March 2 


Pet Febi1t Ord Feb 25 
| Nicironson, Isaac JAMES, Silloth, ane, Coal 
Merchant Carlisle Pet Peb27 Ora Feb 27 
PATTERSON, ADAM, Briigend, Glam, ‘Travelling 
Draper Cardiff Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
| PAY, WALTER SAMUEL, Blythe rd. Hammersmith, 
Cori 1 Merchant High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord | 


Newcastle upon Tyne 


SARGEANT, Harry Pricz, Hundon, Sniotk, Farmer 
Cambridge Pet Feb) 14 Ord Feb 28 

SHEPPARD, “JANE, C isle don, Wilts Blacksmith 
Swindon Pet ‘March 1 Ord March 1 

S10REs, JAMES, Mablethorpe, =< Farmer Gt 
Grimsby. Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 2 

SLATTER, CHARLES HENRY, and Many ANN SLATTER, 


| “eb 25 | Cheltenham, Fish Sellers Cheltenham Pet 
| PostER, JOHN, Hazlchurst, Ashton under Lyne, | March 2 Ord March 2 

} armer Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb 23 Ord | StgveNsON, JOHN POWELL, Gt Yarmouth, Gent Gt 
| Feb 27 Yarmouth Pet Feb 20 Ord March 2 


'TUGWELL, HENRY, Craven passage, Charing Cross, 
L counaes Victualler High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord 

eee eper | Feb 2 

WARD, Jou, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks, Stone- 
mason Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 


JAMES, Dartford, Gunsmith Rochester | 

Ord Feb 23 

SCALE, JOHN, South Pembroke Dock. 
Pembroke Dock Pet Feb18 Ord Fe 

Scott, JOHN, Silloth, Cumberland, danke Car- 
lisile Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 25 


¥. THOMAS 
Pet Feb 19 


| SEARLE. CHARLES, Tierney rd, Streatham hill, Surrey. | WARREN, JAMES, Rushden, Northamptonshire, 
Stock Jobber Wandsworth Pet Jan 17 Ord | Butcher Northawpton Pet Feb 21 Urd March? 
Feb 25 | Watson, Mary, Birkdale, Lancs, School Pro- 

Simons, JANKE REVEL, Aspley Guise, Bettord, Hotel | prietress Liverpool Pet Feb:8 Ord Feb 28 
Keeper Luton Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 2 | WILLIAMS, Davin, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, 


Miner Portmsdoc Pet Marchi Ord March1 


Smiru, FRANcis, Fetter lane, Fishmonger High 

Court Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 27 WoopaLL, THOMAS. Scarborough, Plumber Scar- 
SVINES, EDWARD, Honing, Norfolk, Fowl Dealer borough Pet Marchi Ord March1 
| Norwich Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 26 Wooproore, RicHarp, Liverpool, Watchmaker 


Liverpool Pet Feb 23 Ord a? 1 


| Swirt, RonERT, Wombwell Main, nr Barnsley, Yorks, 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Butcher Barnsley Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 


| TUBNBULL, ROBERT CURBRY, Newcastle on Tyne, | ASHBY, FRANCIS HENSY, Station rd, South Norwood, 
| Tcbacconist Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 19 Coal Merchant March 12 at3 119, Victoria st, 
_ Ord Feb 25 Westminster 
VENNING, JAMES MARTIN, Wells, Somerset, Tailor | BAxTER, SYDN&Y, New Swindon, Wilts, Clothier 
| Wells Pet Feb 22. Ord Feb 26 March 12 at 2.30 Gt Western Railway Hotel, 
WEBSTER, GEORGE, Greenheys, Manchester, Com- Reading 


BELT, WILLIAM RyYMER, Craike, Yorks, Bricklayer 
March 13 at11.80 Off Rec, York 

BENJAMIN, LEONARD, Nottingham, Bookseller March 
12Zati1 Off Kec, 1, High pyment, Nottingham 


Pet Feb 26 Ord 
Man- 


mercial Traveller Manchester 
‘eb 26 
WH8iITTLE, DAvip, Manchester, Calico Printer 
chester Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


Woop, Joun, Thorpe on the Hill, Lincs, Farmer | Braszpy, JoserH, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, Grocer 
Lincoln Pet Feb ?23 Ord Feb 23 March 12 at 12 Off Rec, 1, High pymnt, Notting- 
WREN, CHARLES, Hadlow Down, Sussex, cut of busi- ham 
ness Lewes and Kastbourne Pet Feb 13 Ord! Brier, CHARLES WILLIAM, Dewsbury, Contractor 
_ Feb 26 arch 13 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
YounG, ALFRED, Wellingborough, Northampton, | BRINDLEY, JAMES, Upper Easton, Gloucester, oe 
Shce Factor Northampton Pet Feb 26 Ord Manufacturer March 15 at 1 Off Reo, B 


Feb 26 chmbrs, Qorn st, Bristol 





| onl 
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Ee 
LAND, WILLIAM HENRY, residence unknown, 
ee March 12at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


on . 
HANNON, JOHN, Lavender sweep, Clapham Junction 
Builder March 12 at12 119, Victoria st, West- 


minster 

COLBOURN. WALTER HENRY, Chestnut row, Totten- 
ham, Clothier Mari2ati1 No 16 Room, 30 and 
31, St Swithin’s lane 

CornisH, G E, Fulham Palace rd, Florist Mar 12 at 
2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

CRUICKSHANK, PETER, Carlisle, India Rubber Mer- 





chant MariSati2 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Car- 

lisle ‘ | 

EpMUNDS, WILLIAM, Bishop’s Waltham, Nurseryman | 
Mar 14 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton | 

FELCE, EBENEZER, Kettering, Northamptonshire, 
Shoemaker Mar 14 at 2 County Court bldgs, 
Northampton 

FreITaG, HERMANN, HERMANN RIicHarD LEO FREI- 
TaG. and EDWARD ALBERT FBANK FREITAG, King 
st, Tower bill, Tailors Mari2at11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Grace, ARTHUR SEPTIMUS, Wakefield, Carver and 
Gilder Mar 12 ati1 Off Rec, Bond terr, Wake- | 


field | 
Gray, WALTER POWELL, Leyton, out of employment 

Mariiati2 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn } 
GREENFIELD, Tom, Chester le 


Street, Durham, | 
Butcher Mar 13 at il! 


Otf Rec, 25, John sat, | 
Sunderland | 
GREY, JOSEPH, Cheapside, Cigar Importer Mar 12at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn | 
GROTH, SOREN JENSEN, Kingst n upon Hull, Smack- | 
omeet Mar 12 at 11 (ff Rec, Trinity House lane, | 
Hul 
HADFIELD, Isaac, Nottingham, Baker Mar 13 at 12 | 
Off Rec, 1. High pavement, Nottingham | 
HarwooD, SAMUEL, Amor rd ammersmith, | 
Journalist Mar 14 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 


inn | 
HELLYAR. ALFRED, Southampton, Joiner Mar 14 at | 
il Off Rec, 4, East st, 8S uthampton | 
Hitt, Tom HERBERT. and EpWIN HInp, Sheffield, | 
Plumbers March 13 at 10.30 Off Rec, Figtree 
lane. Sheftield 
Iwery, JONATHAN, Holloway rd. Boot Manufacturer | 
March 14at11 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn | 


fields 

JARRETT, RICHARD WILLIAM, Pigwell path, Hackney, 
American Organ Manufacturer Mar 15 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidngs, Lincoln’s inn 

LISENDEN, BERT RicHarpD, Chorlton cum Hardy, 
Lancs, Masonic Jeweller’s Salesman March 14 at 
it Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 

LovaTT, ALFRED, Uttoxeter, Staffordshire, Butcher 
March 13at3 White Hart Hotel, Uttoxeter | 

MANDEVILLE, Viscount, Charlotte st, Bedford sq | 
March 14 at 2,30 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s 


Mason, JOHN, Egremont, Cheshire, Builder March | 
13at 2 Off Rec, 48, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead | 

Maypury, JOHN, Newport, Mon, Builder's Merchant | 
March 13 at 12 Off Rec, 12, Tredegar pl, New- 
port, Mon 

MILNER, THOMAS, Dewsbury, Ale Merchant March 
13.at2.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs. Batley | 

MITCHELL, WILLIAM, and JOHN MITCHELL, Horfield, 
Gloucestershire, Farmers March 15 ati2 Off 
Ree, Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Monks, THomAs HODKINSON, Wigan, Pawnbroker | 
March 19 at 11 Court house, King st, Wigan | 

Moors, 8. M., Crown ct, Threadneedle st, Wine Mer- 
chant Marchi2at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lin- 
coln’s inn | 

MowLEM, JOHN Davies, Dorchester, Provision | 
Dealer March 12 at 12.15 Antelope Hotel, Dor- | 
chester | 

PaRKER, JAMES, Burton on Trent, Builder March 12 | 
at3 White Hart Hotel, Burton on Trent 

PakRorT, JABEZ, Ashton under Lyne, Greengrocer | 
March 21 at 2.30 Townhall, Ashton under Lyne 

Perrer, JAMES, Kingston upon Hull, Shipwright 
_ 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, 


u 
RIDLEY, JOSEPH JAMES, Lupus st, St George’s eq, | 
Solicitor March 12at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 
SARGEANT, HARRY PRICE, Hundon, Suffolk, Farmer 


as sa 20 at 11 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cary, Cam- 

ridge 

Scacx, JOHN, Pembroke Dock, Innkeeper March 19 
ati2 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

ScaRIsBRICK, THOMAS H, Grosvenor villas, Chiswick, 
Gent _ March 12 at 12 Cannon st Hotel 

Sipun, Harry, Trego rd, Hackney Wick, Grocer 
March 14 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

STaMPer, Ricuarp, Kingston a Hull, Seedsman 
March 12 at 12 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, 


HELLYAR, ALFRED, Southampton, Journeyman 
Joiner Southampton Pet Feb2: Ord Feb 23 
HILL, WiLLiAM. Haverfordwest, Poulterer Pembro‘te 
Dock Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 28 

Hunn, Hrtnrich Hugo, Milton st, Foreign Agent 
High Court Pet Feb12 Ord March t 

JONES. DAVID CORNELIUS, Swans’a, Vraper Swansea 

_ Pet March 1 March 1 

KING, ALFRED GeoRGE, Edith villas, West Kansing- 
ton, Clerk Wandsworth Pet Jan4 Ord March 1 

LEVISTON, JAMES, Ambleside, Westmoreland. Coash- 
man Kendal Pet Marcht Ord March 1 





u 
Swirt, Ropert, Wombwell, nr Barnsley, Butcher 
arch 14 at 10.30 Off Rec, 1 Hanson st, 
Barnsley 


y 
TaYtor, JAMES, West Kirby, Cheshire, Engineer 


March 15 at2 Off Rec, 44, Hamilton sq, Birken- 
head 


TAYyLor, RicHarD, Pontypridd, Glam. Contractor | 


March 12 at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
THOMAS, GRIFFITH, Cwmdare, Aberdare, Colliery 
Mechanic March 12 at it 


y 
VENNING, JAMES Martin, Wells, Somerset, ‘Tailor 
March 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 


B 

WATSON, HENRY, Chickenley lane, nr Dewsbury, 
— March 13 at4 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 

atley 

WILDING JOHN, Ulverston, Lancs, Fish Dealer 
March 12 at 11.30 2, Paxton terr, Barrow in Fur- 
ness 

Woop, JoHn Wiurxgs, Liverpool, Fruit Broker 
March 15at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

WoopRoorg, RicHarp, Liverpool, Watchmaker 
March 13at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

WooLtey, GgorGE Ropert, Bexley, Kent, Clerk 
March 12 at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Wyatt, WILLIAM HENRY, Gt Tower st, Tea Merchant 
March i4 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Youna, ALFRED, Wellingborough. Northanptoa, 
Shoe Factor March 14 at 3 County Court bidngs, 
Northampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLISON, WILLIAM GEORGE, Beaconfield rd, New 
Southgate, Meat Salesman High Court Pet 
Jan 4 Ord Feb 28 

ATTENBOROUGH, GEORGE, and Mary ANN HERBERT, 
Nottingham, Mantle Manufacturers Notting- 
ham Pet Feb15 Ord March 2 

BARTHOLOMEW, Mary, King’s rd, Chelsea, Builder 
High Court Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

B&ck, KERNEsT LEWIS, Hastings, China Merchant 
Hastings Pet Marchi Ord Marcht 

BEck, HENRY JAMES, and Henry Hooron, North- 
ampton, Shoe Manufacturers Northampton 
Pet Marchi1 Ord March t 

BgLt, WILLIAM RyMER, Craike, Yorks, Bricklayer 
York Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 

Burr, Jostau, Harpenden, Herts, Corn Factor St 
Albans Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 27 

CAMPION, WILLIAM, Ingleby Greenhow, Yorks, Far- 
mer Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 

eb 28 Ord Feb 28 

CATCHPOLE, JOHN Last, Framsden, Suffolk, Farmer 
Ipswich Pet March1 Ord March 1 

CLAYDON, GEORGE, West Wratting, Cambridveshire 

Farmer Cambridge Pet Marchit Ord Marcht 

CoLE, HENRY, Uroydon, Coal Merchant Croydon 
Pet Feb 20 Feb 

ORUICKSHANK, PETER, Carlisle. Indiarubber Merchant 
Carlisle Pet Feb 2; Ord Feb 28 

EpMunNpbs, WILLIAM, Bishop’s Waltham, Nursery- 
man Southampton Pet Fed 28 Ord Feb 2 

FRancis, WILLIAM. Southsea, Tailor Portsmouth 
Pet Feb1 Ora Feb 2 

Gop, WituiaAM Henry, Devonshire rd, Forest hill, 
a Clerk Greenwich Pe; Dee 3 Ord 
‘eb 25 

Grack, ARTHUR SEPTIMUS, Wakefield, Carver and | 
Gilder Wakefield Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

GREENFIELD, Tom, Chester le st, Durham, Butcher 
Durham Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 27 sad 

Harris, Moss, Blackpool, Dentist Preston Pet Feb | 
28 Ord March 1 

Hartron, W1tL1aM LABAN, Loughborough, Leicester, 
a Dealer Leicester Pet March 1 Ord 

arch 2 





Off Rec, Merthyr | 


Macrat, Henry JosepH, and GrorGe BLAcKMOR®, 
Carlton rd, Kentish Town, Brickmakers High 
Court Pet Jani17 Ord Feb 28 

Mow Lem, Joun Davis. Dorchester, Provision Mer- 
chant Dorchester Pet Feb 26 Ord March t 

PILKINGTON, Jamas, Preston, Tobacconist Preston 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

| POLLARD, GrorGE, Methley, Yorks, Publican Wake- 
field Pet Mart Ord Mart 

PorRRILL, WILLIAM, Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet 

| Feb 23 Ord Mar 2 

ROBERTS. WILLIAM Mason, Tutbury, Staffs, Joiner 
| and Farmer Burton on Trent Pet Mar 2 Ord 


ar 2 
| SARGEANT. HaRRY Price, Hundon, Suffolk, Farmer 

Cambridge Pet Feb 12 Ord Mar 2 

SHEPPARD, JANE, Chisledon, Wilts, 
Swindon Pet Mari Ord Mari 

SLATTER, CHARLES HENRY, and MARY ANN SLATTIER, 
Cheltenham, Fish Sellers Cheltenham Pet Ma- 2 
Ord Mar 2 

SULLIVAN, JonN, Winton, nr Bournemouth, Grec 1- 
grocer Poole Pet Jan3t Ord Feb % 

TuGwe.i, Henry, Craven passage, Charing Oros:, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Feb vs 
Ord March 2 

WALTER ELLEN, Ryde, I W, Tobacconist Ryde Pet 
Feb 2t Ord Feb 22 

WARD, JOHN, Saltburn by the Sea. Yorks, Stone- 
mason Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Watson, Henry, Chickerley lane. nr Dewsbury, 
Plumber Dewsbury Pet Feb 26 Ord March 2 

Watts, GrorGE, Watford, Herts, Hoiser St Albans 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 27 

WILu1AMs, Davip, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, 
Miner Portmadoc Pet Marchi Ord March « 

WoopDaLL, THoMAS, Scarborough, Plumber Sci-- 
borough Pet Marchi Ord March 2 

Wooproorr, Ricuarp, Liverpool, Watchmaker 
Liverpool Pet Feb 23 Ord March 2 


Blacxsmith 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK, 


March 12.—Measrs. Force & Son, at the Rougemont 
Hotel, Exeter, at 4 p.m., Freehold Mansion, &c. 
(see advertisement, March 2, p. 4). 





the 
must be authenticated 


All letters 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” 


intended for publication in 


by the name of the writer. 





CONTENTS. 


CURRENTS TOPICS... 20.200 coe -seweccee seosercee 
THE LIABILITIES OF A DEFAULTING STOCKBROKER’S 

CLIBNTS .ccco-cccce «+. 0000 coece cose *e00se 
Tue INTEBPRETATION OF THE MABRIED WOMEN'S 

PROPERTY ACT, 1882 .... 
REVIEWS...00 ..200 cccccce socce-:cccersescoes -se0e 
CORRESPONDENCE «-+00 --ceese soe soseeseesen-oee 


eee reese seeeeeeee eens 


« 
ee + seeee OOOO seven eee 


w BS” ..00 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL 
NEw ORDERS, &c. 
LEGAL NEWS... ..eese 
COURT PAPERS... ...00 -c-ccercccce-cevce 
WINDING-UP NOTICES... --s00 --+« 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES ..e-see-cee.see sew sosee vee 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES ..-c0.se0-coesseeve see seeee B05 





THELAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 


Tbe Hon. BARON POLLOCK, 
The Hon, Mr, JUSTICE KAY. 


1—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on behalf of Olerks, Cashiers, 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liqui- 
dators and Receivers under the High Court, and all persons holding 


appointments, where required ; 
4a.—LUNA 


IIl.-ADMIRALT AIL BONDS granted. 
Ill.-MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. 


For further particulars apply to the General Manager and Secre 
Head OFFICE: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London, CiTy OFFICE: 9, St. 


and 
NACY COMMITTEES’ BONDS granted. 
SOaReLTY batt oe BONDS entered into at moderate rates. 


LIMITED. 


TRUSTEES : ne 
The 
OBJECTS OF THE SOCicTY: 


for Debenture and other 
—TR 


overnment USTEESHIP. 


, THOS. R. RONALD. 
Liverpool ; 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street. 


1V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE, &c. 
either in existing Trusts or in those to be he 


VI.—TITLE GUARANTEE 
| VII.—_CONTRACTS GUAR 


dred’s-court, Poultry, E.C, 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


Hon. Mr, JUSTICE DAY, 
Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM, 


The Society acts as Trustee 


The Society is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 
reafter created. 
(See special Prospectus.) 
t defect in same. 
TEED «s to due performance. 


Brancu Orrices—Manchester : 51, King-street ; 
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HANSARD’S PARLIAMENTARY 
DEBATES. 


ACBAE, CURTICE, & CO.. Ltd., having 
secured the Contract with Her Majesty’s 
Government for the preparation, printing, and pub- 
lishing of the Reports of Proceedings in Parliament, 
which have for many years been identified with the 
name of HANSARD, and having also acquired from 
Mr. T. C. Hansard all hie rights and interests in the 
Publication, together with all back stock. will con- 
tinne to issue the Reports under their old title of 
**HANSARD’S PARLIAMENTARY DBRATES.”’ 


By the terms of the Contract. the Reports will, 
after revision by the speakers, be published in DAILY 
Parts within a week from the occurrence of the 
Debates, at the price of 1s. each. They will also be 
issued in bound volumes at intervals of about three 
weeks, 

The Subscription for the entire Session is Five 
Guineas (exclusive of postage), and Subscribers may 
take the Reports in either the daily parts or the 
bound volumes, 

In addition to the very valuable PARLIAMENTARY 
History (which consists of 43 volumes, and com- 
prises the period 1066-1803), the steck includes 
several hundred volumes of the ‘ Debates,” con- 
stituting the only thoroughly trustworthy record of 
the Legislative History of the country, from the 
commencement of the present century. 

PUBLISHING OFFICES, 
MACRAE, CURTICE, & COMPANY, Lt., 
Catheriie-street, Strand, W.C, 


The New Era ot Local Government, 


On and after Saturday, 9th March, 


THE 


MUNICIPAL 
REVIEW 


(ESTABLISHED 1882 


Will be Published as the Representative 


Organ of the “Progressive” Party, 
And its price wlll be reduced to 


FOURPENCE, 


For FULL PROGRAMME, SEE NUMBER OF 9TH MARCH. 


A SPECIAL NUMBER WILL BE PUB- 
LISHED ON 6th APRIL, CONTAINING 
FULL REPORTS OF ALL COUNTY 
COUNCIL MEETINGS. 


PUBLISHED EVERY SATURDAY. 


ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION, POST FREE, 19s. 6d. 
Every “* Progressive” Councillor should subscribe. 


The Only Journal of Established Position 
Devoted to the Advocacy of an Ad- 
vanced Programme. 


OFFICES :— 

12&14, CATHERINE ST., STRAND, W.C. 
TRADE PUBLISHERS :— 

MACRAE, CURTICE, & COMPANY, Ltd., 





Catherine Street, Strand, W.C. ) 


HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp- 

STREFT and 57, CHARING-CROSS, LONDON. 

Established 1782. : 

Moderate Rates. Absolute Security. Electric- 
Lighting Rules supplied. Liberal Loss Settlements 
Prompt Payment of Claims. 

Joint Secretaries— 
W. C. Macnonatp and F. B. MACDONALD. 

LOSSES PAID OVER 


£16 000 000. 
ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 


Established 1836, 
Lowpow: 1, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME & FUNDS (1887) :— 
Fire Premiums .. on we £607 009 
Life Premiums .., ose vee vo &7..100 


Interest... : £5, OL 
Accumulated Funda oe +. $8,421,000 


Apgepeey, |, 


TMPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE 
PANY. 
Established 1803, 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000, 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
Gereral Manager. 


COM- 


yas BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE 
COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,000,000. 
This Company is prepared to entertain proposals 
on eligible risks, including Mercantile Insurances. 
Applications for Agencies may be made to 
H. FOSTER CUTLER, Manager and Secretary. 
Offices, 5, Lothbury, Bank, London, E.C. 


WES! of ENGLAND FIRE and LIFE 

INSURANCE COMPANY .—Fstablished 1807. 
Head Ottice — Exeter. Lordon ° Office — 20, New 
Bridge-street, E.C. CAPITAL, £660,000. Fire Depart- 
ment—Risks of almost every description insured. 
Life Department—Special Feature: Combined Sys- 
tem of Life Assurance. LOAN DEPARTMENT—RE- 
VERSIONS; LIFE INTERESTS; GOOD PERSONAL 
SECURITY. 

EDWARD H. SMITHETT, Secretary. 
Application for Agencies invited. 


N ORTGAGE INSURANCE CORPORA- 
TION (Limited), 
Winchester-house, Old Broad-street, E.C. 
Subscribed Capital £715,000. 
Mortgages and Debentures insured against loss. 
Deposits received for Capital Redemption. 
T. Y. STRACHAN, 
General Manager. 


| EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 

RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. Capital, £500,000, Interest on Loans may be 


capitalized. 
F, 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
C, H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 


Chis: Office— 
126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
City Branch— 
ROYAI. EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.O. 
LIFE DEPARTMENT. 
attention is drawn to the 


1, 


Special 
features :— 

1. The Borus added to Policies on young lives at 
the last division of profits amounted to £75 for every 
£100 of premium paid during the Quinquennium., 

2. Claims are payable immediately on proot of death 
and title. 

3. The Premiums are moderate. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

Losses settled promptly and liberally. 

Private Houses and Ecclesiastical Buildings, if 
brick and tiled or slated, and free from hazardous 
surroundings, insured at a premium of 1s. 6d. for 
each £100, 

Household Furniture in houses of similar construc- 
tion insured at a premium of 2s. per cent. 

Loans on Reversions and Life Interests. 

Reversions purchased. 

Annuities granted. 


FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


MARRIED CLERGYMAN, Vicar of a 

healthy parish in Wiltshire, desires to receive 
one or two Wards in Chancery.—Apply, X. Y. Z., 
care of Herbert G. James, Esq., 24, Hornton-street, 
Kensington. 


following 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE fO% MAKERs, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 


the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &¢, 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Ol 
and Clerks of the Peace. ain, 


ORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY ANC CLERGY Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
ro TRUSTEES. _ 


TO CAPITALISTS. 


Particulars of suitable In. 
vestments in London Pro. 
perty may be had free of 
Mr. GEORGE J. FULLER, 85 
anc 87, Gresham - street, 


TO INVESTORS. London, E.C. 


K ING's COLLEGE, LONDON,.—Solici. 
tors’ Intermediate Examination. 

The Class for the June Examination. under the 
conduct of Mr. J. HAkPsR Scairé, LL.B. (Lond.), 
Barrister-at-Law, will commence on We inesday, 
20th March, 1839, and meet three times a week. Fea, 
£3 3s 

For Prespectus, apply to the SECRETARY, Kiog’s 


College, London 

i ae BOOKBUYERS and LLIBRARIANS of 
FREE LIBRARIES.—The Catalogue of 

valuabla New and Secondhand Works, offered at 

prices greatly 1edu ced, is now ready, and will be sent, 

,0st-free, on application to H. SMITH _& Son, 

uibrary Department, 186, Strand, London, W.0. 


H OME for the TREATMENT and CURE 

of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 
High Sbot House, Twickenham. — Charmingly 
secludei. Gentlemen only. Limited number taken, 
Billiar1 room, library, lawn tennis court, bowls, &e, 
The waodle staff pledged abstainers. Terms—2} to& 
guineas weekly. — Particulars from the Medical 
Superintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S.Ed. ; and 
reference is permitted to Messrs. MUNTON & Morris, 
solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-street, London. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


IRKBEOK BAN K.,= 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 

THREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 
DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 

TWO per CENT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS celculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. 

The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares,and Annuities. Lettersof 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 

The BIRKBECK ALMANAOK, with full particu. 
lars, post-free, on application. 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 

to announce that their Sales by Auction of 

Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 

&c., are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
and Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
- the disposal of Property of deceased and other 
clients. 

In consequence of the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or small 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses, 

Valuations for Probate or Transfer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Messrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify _that 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, Pi 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the week 
Saturday excepted). 





LONDON GAZETTE (pubushed by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET, 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 

to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma 

notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support. 7 

N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 

Strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped ~ 

forms for advertisement and file of ‘‘ London Gazette” | 

Sept. By appointment. 
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